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The  Environmental  Problem: 
Regulation  or  Structure 


This  book  is  about  the  failure  of  environmental  protection.  It  does  not  aim 
to  attack  the  environmental  policies  of  any  one  country.  Rather,  it  hopes  to 
shed  some  light  on  why  our  best-laid  environmental  plans  go  astray.  Envi¬ 
ronmental  pollution  now  affects  all  the  communist  countries.  The  following 
newspaper  quotations  provide  an  idea  of  the  dimensions  of  the  problem  in 
the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia. 

“The  problem  of  protecting  air  quality  in  cities  has  become  so  serious, 
that  someone  described  it  humorously  in  this  way:  either  people  do  some¬ 
thing  to  reduce  the  amount  of  smoke  in  the  air,  or  the  smoke  will  do 
something  to  reduce  the  amount  of  people.” 1  “If  I  were  not  an  optimist,  I 
would  have  dropped  this  problem  long  ago.”2  “Unfortunately  not  always 
and  not  everywhere  did  local  [government]  use  [its]  full  authority  in  its 
relations  with  businessmen  who  do  not  observe  environmental  protection 
legislation.”3  “The  mass  death  of  fish  occurred  in  the  river  16  years  ago, . . . 
[when]  the  pharmaceutical  plant  and  certain  other  industrial  enterprises 
discharged  a  large  dose  of  production  wastes  into  the  Sura  [a  tributary  of 
the  Volga].  The  river  still  cannot  set  itself  right  from  what  happened.  Pol¬ 
lution  of  the  river  continues.  See  for  yourself.”4 

“Considerable  sums  have  been  allocated  for  antipollution  measures  and 
the  construction  of  purification  installations.  It  is  quite  inadmissible  when, 
because  of  violations  of  operating  rules,  unsatisfactory  technical  conditions 
or  insufficient  staffing,  they  do  not  operate  at  full  capacity.  .  .  .  The  use  of 
mineral  fertilizers  and  chemical  pest  and  weed  killers  in  the  fields  is  on  the 
increase.”5  “Motor  transport  has  now  become  one  of  the  chief  atmospheric 


1 


Chapter  One 


pollutants  in  cities.”6  “Only  8-9  percent  of  the  republic  is  forested.  Urban 
acreage  in  trees  and  shrubs  is  half  the  specified  standard.  Thirty  percent  of 
mammal  and  reptile  species  and  20  percent  of  bird  and  amphibian  species 
are  presently  listed  as  rare  and  endangered.  The  main  reasons  for  all  this 
are  that  laws  on  the  books  are  not  being  implemented  completely  or  in  a 
prompt  and  timely  manner,  and  conservation  measures  targets  regularly 
fail  to  be  met.”7  “Despite  the  growing  water  shortage,  there  are  still  numer¬ 
ous  cases  of  waste  of  irrigation  water,  pollution  of  drinking  water,  and 
waste  of  mineral  water.  Too  many  industrial  enterprises  dump  polluted 
water  into  the  river  system.”8  “Research  has  shown  . . .  that  on  the  average 
or  at  times  of  maximum  concentration,  smoke  pollution  [in  the  city]  was 
1 1.6  times  greater  than  the  maximum  permissible  levels,  soot  27  times, 
coal  dust  31  times, .  . .  and  nitrate  dust  10  times  above  permissible  levels  in 
1976”9 

“Analyses  show  that  there  is  not  a  single  river  in  the  province  whose 
water  quality  could  be  classified  as  first  class.”  The  Sava  (a  tributary  of  the 
Danube)  is  a  “river  without  life.”10  “The  republic  committee  for  environ¬ 
mental  protection  warns  that  Macedonia  is  on  the  verge  of  becoming  a 
very  polluted  area.  Skopje  is  already  polluted.  Daily  measurements  have 
been  showing  that  in  some  parts  of  the  city,  the  pollution  is  so  high  that 
it  impedes  normal  breathing.” 11  “Thus  we  have  the  phenomenon  of  the 
growth  of  large  polluted  cities  and  the  abandonment  of  smaller  villages 
and  agricultural  land  resulting  in  harmful  consequences  for  the  country’s 
economy,  for  life,  and  for  defense.  In  our  cities,  there  are  at  most  10  square 
meters  of  open,  green  space  for  every  inhabitant,  but  experience  around 
the  world  shows  these  areas  should  be  at  least  40  square  meters  per  in¬ 
habitant.”12  “Rijeka  is  probably  the  most  threatened  area  in  the  Northern 
Adriatic.  .  .  .  This  is  a  direct  result  of  discharging  all  the  industrial  and 
municipal  waste  water  directly  into  the  sea.”13  “On  the  territory  of  Serbia 
there  are  as  many  as  2,500  industrial  installations  and  engine  plants  that 
pollute  the  air.  Neither  rivers  nor  lakes  are  spared  from  ever  increasing 
pollution,  while  there  is  a  type  of  catch  word  that  says  that  investments  in 
protecting  the  human  environment  are  a  ‘luxury.’  ” 14 

These  reports  were  not  made  by  Western  observers;  they  were  written 
by  local  journalists  for  local  newspapers.  As  such,  they  highlight  the  fact 
that  environmental  degradation  (ed)  has  become  a  matter  of  open  public 
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concern  in  the  communist  states.  The  Solidarity  interlude  in  Poland  saw 
the  publication  for  the  first  time  of  data  indicating  the  actual  scale  of  the 
disaster  there.  Environmental  degradation  is  now  publicly  admitted  to  be 
at  crisis  levels  in  Czechoslovakia.  It  is  growing  more  serious  in  Yugoslavia 
every  year.  In  the  USSR,  the  increase  in  press  reports  of  pollution  and  the 
waste  of  natural  resources  is  testimony  to  rising  official  awareness  of  the 
Soviet  environmental  problem. 

Until  the  end  of  the  sixties,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  rest  of  the  socialist  j/ 
bloc  dismissed  environmental  problems  as  the  evil  result  of  capitalism. 
Citizens  were  assured  that  the  socialist  system,  particularly  the  public 
ownership  of  production,  prevented  such  abuses  from  occurring  in  the 
socialist  countries.  The  eruption  of  national  and  then  international  scien¬ 
tific  concern  over  Lake  Baikal  brought  recognition  that  the  USSR,  like 
capitalist  nations,  did  have  pollution  problems,  but  that  these  problems 
were  being  taken  well  in  hand  by  the  party  and  government.  In  the  early 
seventies,  Soviet  and  East  European  scientists  and  journalists  began  to 
give  systematic  consideration  to  the  scope  and  the  depth  of  the  ecological 
problems  in  their  countries.15 

In  the  West,  rising  popular  interest  in  ecological  issues  aroused  public 
curiosity  about  environmental  conditions  in  the  East.  Were  “they”  doing 
better  than  “we”?  The  American  environmental  movement  of  the  sixties 
was  the  product  of  widespread  public  disillusion  with  private  enterprise, 
particularly  as  regarded  its  ability  to  engage  in  sound  resource  management 
and  environmental  protection.  The  negative  effects  of  the  profit  motive 
and  the  market  mechanism  were  ready  targets  for  groups  concerned  with 
the  increasing  visibility  of  environmental  abuse.  Collective  management 
by  nonprofit  government  agencies  was  seen  as  the  answer  to  the  perceived 
insensitivity  of  private  enterprise  to  environmental  problems.16  In  the  early 
seventies,  Goldman  and  Pryde  published  studies  indicating  that  the  Soviet 
experience  in  collective  management  might  not  be  the  panacea  for  envi¬ 
ronmental  degradation.  The  studies  provoked  more  questions  than  they 
answered,  and  research  on  environmental  degradation  in  the  communist 
countries  took  off.  Analyses  and  descriptions  of  the  problem  now  not  only 
include  the  Soviet  Union  but  Eastern  Europe  and  China  as  well.17  Envi¬ 
ronmental  degradation  in  the  USSR  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of 
thought-provoking  dissertations.18  The  growing  literature  on  the  subject  is 
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proof  of  the  fascination  the  environmental  problem  in  the  communist  bloc 
continues  to  exert  on  Western  students  of  the  communist  world. 

How  could  environmental  degradation  reach  such  proportions  in  a  sys¬ 
tem  with  a  centrally  planned  economy  and  the  total  absence  of  private 
enterprise?  Kelley,  in  a  1976  study,  concluded  that  the  Soviet  Union  might 
have  a  long-term  advantage  in  dealing  with  environmental  problems  be¬ 
cause  of  its  political  and  administrative  centralization  and  “a  pattern  of 
social  and  cultural  norms  which  emphasizes  deference  to  authority  and  a 
collectivist  ethic.” 19  McIntyre  and  Thompson  also  argued  in  favor  of  the 
greater  long-term  ability  of  the  Soviet  state-owned  and  centrally  planned 
system  to  deal  with  environmental  deterioration  because  of  its  comprehen¬ 
sive  information-management  capabilities.20 

Many  of  the  answers  to  communist  environmental  “misuse,”  to  use  Fred 
Singleton’s  word,  have  been  sought  in  the  economic  realm.  Goldman  has 
summed  up  the  most  common  arguments:  no  attempt  to  assess  externali¬ 
ties;  shortcomings  in  cost-benefit  analysis;  and  emphasis  on  gross  national 
product  or  economic  growth  as  opposed  to  the  concept  of  net  national  well¬ 
being.21  Others  with  Goldman  have  offered  a  bureaucratic-administrative 
explanation.  Goldman  describes  “a  Department  of  Public  Works  men¬ 
tality.”  Powell  argues  the  lack  of  a  central  agency  to  develop  and  oversee 
environmental  policy,  the  absence  of  autonomous  interest  groups,  and 
“departmentalism,”  a  variant  of  Goldman’s  public  works  mentality.22  Kelley 
faults  the  Communist  party  elite  for  failing  to  accept  the  political  costs 
of  reordering  national  priorities  to  initiate  adequate  abatement  programs, 
while  Ziegler  compellingly  argues  that  administrative  reorganization  is  the 
key.23  Ideology  has  also  been  used,  notably  by  Pryde,  Goldman,  and 
Fullenbach,  as  an  explanation  for  an  exaggerated  confidence  in  technical 
solutions,  and  for  failure  to  introduce  appropriate  economic  levers  to  con¬ 
trol  pollution.24 

The  assumption  behind  these  explanations  accepts  collective  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  environment  as  a  given.  The  problem  is  to  make  it  more 
efficient.  This  view  is  also  the  one  endorsed  by  most  Soviet  environmental 
specialists,  many  of  whom  argue  for  more  rather  than  less  centralization  as 
the  solution.25  By  contrast,  John  M.  Kramer  attributes  the  divergence  of 
environmental  theory  and  practice  in  communist  systems  to  the  mistaken 
assumption  of  Marxist  theory  that  “there  is  such  a  thing  as  the  'true  inter- 


4 


The  Environmental  Problem 


ests  of  society’  to  which  subsystem  actors  will  subordinate  their  parochial 
interest.” 26 

Kramer’s  position  points  to  another  dimension  of  the  problem.  While 
admittedly  there  is  centralization  of  political  power  in  communist  states, 
environmental  management  in  these  societies  is  a  complex  disaggregated 
process  involving  inputs  from  many  sources  and  a  plurality  of  decision¬ 
makers.27  The  outputs  of  environmental  policymaking  in  Moscow,  Prague, 
and  Warsaw  in  fact  represent  policy  trade-offs  among  the  individual  sub¬ 
system  interests,  with  organizational  influence  the  major  factor  determin¬ 
ing  the  shape  of  the  “collective  decision.”  As  a  result,  party  leaders  and 
planners  may  not  be  able  to  impose  their  environmental  preferences  upon 
the  system’s  subsystem  actors,  as  Bush28  and  Kelley  argue  they  can  do,  any^ 
more  efficiently  than  elected  officials  can  influence  the  same  actors  in  plu¬ 
ralistic  political  systems. 

The  newspaper  comments  citing  failures  in  environmental  management 
in  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia  are  extraordinarily  similar  to  accounts  of 
failures  in  environmental  administration  in  the  United  States.  An  observa¬ 
tion  made  by  Paul  Downing  of  Florida  State  University  could  with  some 
minor  alterations  be  attributed  to  a  Soviet  or  Yugoslav  proenvironmental 
economist:  “We  have  spent  a  substantial  portion  of  the  nation’s  resources 
on  controlling  emissions.  Yet  the  data  .  .  .  show  that  it  is  difficult  to  docu¬ 
ment  significant  progress.  Furthermore,  the  rate  of  progress  in  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  has  not  increased  and  in  water  pollution  control  it  may,  in  fact, 
have  been  brought  to  zero.  The  country  does  not  seem  to  have  benefited 
greatly  from  this  massive  federal  effort.  One  might  reasonably  ask  why 
not.”29 

East  and  West  share  the  experience  of  relatively  poor  progress  in  pollu¬ 
tion  control,  a  mounting  pollution  problem,  and  inefficient  environmental 
administration.  The  public  management  of  environmental  protection  has 
become  one  of  the  major  policy  issues  confronting  the  industrialized  and 
industrializing  nations  today.  There  is  not  a  single  industrialized  country 
that  has  not  taken  a  proenvironmental  stand,  and  there  is  not  a  single 
one  where  pollution  has  been  brought  under  control.  In  the  industrialized 
democracies,  policy  may  be  proenvironmental,  but  the  machinery  to  de¬ 
liver  and  enforce  that  policy  is  dependent  upon  such  factors  as  the  relative 
strength  of  the  interest  groups  involved,  perceived  urgency  of  national 


5 


Chapter  One 


security,  public  acceptance  and  mobilization  as  regards  energy  use  and 
environmental  abuse,  and  the  presence  or  absence  of  incentives  to  ensure 
policy  implementation.^fn  the  communist  one-party  states,  lack  of  citizen 
access  to  policymaking,  the  juncture  of  interests  between  government  and 
industry,  a  too  rigidly  centralized  planning  mechanism,  and  bureaucratic 
intransigence  have  been  cited  as  being  responsible  for  emasculated  envi¬ 
ronmental  decisions  with  little  enforceable  content.fWhen  one  examines 
more  closely  the  different  reasons  advanced  for  environmental  failures  in 
the  two  kinds  of  systems,  the  question  becomes,  how  different  are  they? 

There  are  also  striking  parallels  in  management  philosophy  and  method 
between  the  two  systems.  The  similarities  were  sufficient  to  suggest  to 
Goldman  “convergence”:  like  problems  necessitate  like  functional  re¬ 
sponses.  One  may  thus  expect  the  “convergence”  of  all  modern  societies 
toward  similar  economic  and  political  institutions.30  Environmental  man¬ 
agement  in  the  United  States  is  not  undertaken  by  private  enterprise  or  in 
consideration  of  the  operation  of  market  forces.  The  thrust  of  American 
environmental  management,  as  in  all  the  Western  industrialized  countries, 
has  been  regulatory,  with  a  pivotal  central  regulatory  agency  (or  agencies) 
responsible  for  policy  implementation.  Management  has  been  regulatory 
because  the  environment  has  customarily  been  treated  as  a  public  good 
rather  than  a  private  resource.  Anderson  and  Hill,  for  example,  argue  that 
the  late  nineteenth-century  turnabout  in  American  federal  resource  dis¬ 
posal  policy  was  not  the  product  of  functional  environmental  demand  but 
the  result  of  the  rising  influence  of  the  conservation  movement.  This  move¬ 
ment  “equated  ‘exploitation’  with  private  enterprise  and  private  ownership.” 
The  authors  present  a  convincing  case  that  general  ignorance  of  the  market 
mechanism,  the  unwillingness  to  risk  the  development  of  new  institutions, 
and  the  influence  of  the  European  conservation  experience  urged  Congress 
to  adopt  policies  based  on  conservation  practices  developed  under  Euro¬ 
pean  feudalism.31  Similarly,  Marxism  has  traditionally  assigned  value  only 
to  those  objects  that  have  been  produced  with  the  help  of  human  labor. 
Thus,  countries  with  a  dominant  Marxist  ideology  have  treated  natural 
resources  as  free  goods.  To  put  an  end  to  wasteful  exploitation  of  cost-free 
resources,  communist  central  planners  were  forced  to  introduce  regulatory 
policies  as  their  only  option,  given  their  ideological  bias.32 

East  and  West  are  experiencing  similar  bottlenecks  in  environmental 
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administration,  and  both  are  seeking  solutions  along  somewhat  similar 
lines.  The  Soviets  were  the  first  to  apply  the  concept  of  standard-setting  on 
a  national  basis.  A  conclusion  about  U.S.  efforts  in  pollution  control  from 
Kelley,  Stunkel,  and  Wescott’s  comparative  study  of  environmental  man¬ 
agement  in  the  United  States,  the  USSR,  and  Japan  could  have  equally 
applied  to  the  Soviet  Union:  “the  democratic  political  system  that  facilitated 
the  enactment  of  antipollution  legislation  paradoxically  militates  against 
serious  consideration  of  the  more  fundamental  problem  of  resource  deple¬ 
tion.”33  It  thus  is  a  matter  of  some  urgency  to  study  the  environmental 
politics  of  communist  one-party  states  to  determine  what  difference  politi- 
coeconomic  systems  make  in  shaping  policy  formation  and  implementation 
in  the  environmental  area. 


Methodology 

The  problem  is  simply  posed  but  not  so  simply  answered.  There  is  a  large 
and  impressive  literature  on  the  politics  of  public  administration  in  the 
United  States,  and  on  the  politics  of  environmental  management  in  par¬ 
ticular.  There  is  a  smaller  but  growing  literature  on  Soviet  and  East  Euro¬ 
pean  bureaucratic  or  institutional  politics.34  The  debate  continues  over  the 
applicability  of  Western  social  science  methodologies  and  models  to  the 
communist  experience.  A  central  focus  of  that  debate  is  the  question  of  the 
“uniqueness”  of  communist  systems.35  When  Western  methodologies  are 
applied  to  communist  societies,  the  findings  tend  all  too  easily  to  infer 
similarities  between  East  and  West  without  making  any  significant  addi¬ 
tions  to  our  understanding  of  those  aspects  in  the  two  systems  that  the 
Western  observer  intuitively  knows  are  different ?b 

Despite  the  difficulties,  enough  cross-system  work  has  been  done  to  show 
that  the  approach  can  be  productive.  The  theory  pioneered  by  Skilling37 
that  some  form  of  pluralism  is  operative  in  communist  societies  has  been 
confirmed  many  times  over  by  subsequent  research.38  Since  the  end  of  the 
sixties,  numerous  excellent  case  studies  have  expanded  our  comprehension 
of  the  nature  of  this  pluralist  activity.  Of  particular  relevance  for  this  study 
is  the  work  of  Jerry  Hough,  Peter  H.  Solomon,  and  John  Lowenhardt.39 
From  a  review  of  eight  cases  of  decisionmaking  in  the  USSR  during  the 
Khrushchev  era,  Lowenhardt  found  that  state  institutions  and  specialists 
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did  influence  the  decision  process  in  his  narrow  definition  of  the  term,  i.e., 
that  decisionmakers  made  decisions  they  otherwise  might  not  have  made. 
His  conclusion  was  that  communist  decisionmakers  respond  to  outside 
initiative.40  In  his  study  of  the  influence  of  Soviet  criminologists  on  Soviet 
criminal  policy,  Solomon  concluded  like  Hough  that  the  constraints  upon 
the  influence  of  outside  specialists  were  not  fundamentally  different  from 
those  facing  outside  actors  in  the  West.41  The  evidence  is  overwhelming 
that  policymaking  in  every  communist  state  today  is  a  plural  rather  than  a 
monolithic  process,  dependent  upon  inputs  from  what  Tokes  has  termed 
the  “legitimate”  or  official  interests  of  society.42 

In  the  environmental  area,  Kelley  and  Gustafson  have  described  the 
politics  of  Soviet  environmental  policymaking  without  relating  it  to  sys¬ 
temic  differences  or  common  management  approach,  although  Kramer  has 
argued  that  the  environmental  record  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  Eastern 
Europe  does  not  substantiate  the  theory  of  convergence.  Pryde,  Goldman, 
Kelley,  Kramer,  and  Ziegler,  among  others,  have  demonstrated  both  the 
complexity  of  Soviet  environmental  management  and  the  involvement  of 
different  interests  in  determining  solutions,  while  Enloe,  Volgyes,  and  more 
recently  Kramer 43  have  documented  the  extent  of  environmental  deteriora¬ 
tion  in  Eastern  Europe.  Pieces  of  a  comparative  framework  may  be  found 
in  each  of  these  studies.  Similar  to  the  situation  in  most  Western  countries, 
there  are  an  especially  large  number  of  organizations  and  institutions  in¬ 
volved  in  environmental  policy  in  Eastern  Europe,  embracing  the  forty-five 
odd  economic  ministries  of  the  Soviet  central  government  and  the  numer¬ 
ous  self-management  economic  organizations  of  Yugoslavia.  Admittedly, 
some  states  exhibit  greater  tendencies  toward  the  autonomous  pluralism  of 
the  Western  industrialized  democracies,  with  Yugoslavia  and  Hungary  at 
this  end  of  the  spectrum.  But  environmental  policymaking  in  every  com¬ 
munist  country  represents,  to  a  greater  or  lesser  extent,  negotiation  and 
consensus  among  the  interests  affected  by  the  policy. 

The  appreciation  of  “the  actor’s  margin  of  liberty”  in  the  organizational 
setting,  to  use  Crozier  and  Friedberg’s  terminology,44  came  late  to  the  study 
of  the  Soviet  system.  Ideological  differences  between  East  and  West  during 
the  Cold  War  and  the  successful  concealment  of  power  struggles  from 
public  view  under  Stalin  no  doubt  prolonged  the  delay.  The  first  Western 
social  science  methodologies  applied  to  the  Soviet  scene  in  the  sixties  were 
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static  sociological  concepts  derived  from  Parsonian  functionalism.  They 
analyzed  actors  and  their  behavior  in  terms  of  political  functions  assumed 
to  be  given  in  any  organized  environment.  Hough,  for  example,  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  Soviet  local  party  chief  performed  the  function  of  prefec- 
torial  mediator  because  a  local  political  system  required  the  balancing  of 
disparate  interests,  and  the  Soviet  system  was  no  exception.  As  his  book 
so  ably  demonstrates,  the  static  approach  can  be  a  powerful  tool  in  de- 
mythologizing  our  study  of  Soviet  politics  and  facilitating  the  recognition 
of  likeness  between  the  Western  democratic  and  Soviet  systems.  At  the 
same  time,  the  approach  tends  to  seduce  the  observer  into  the  complacent 
expectation  that  all  political  systems  may  be  reduced  to  one  simple  para¬ 
digm.  The  present  task  is  to  explain  similar  environmental  outputs  in 
dissimilar  political  systems  possessing,  however,  certain  similarities  of  en¬ 
vironmental  philosophy  and  style.  Are  the  systems’  similarities  or  dissimi¬ 
larities  responsible  for  the  similar  environmental  failures? 

Crozier  and  Friedberg  have  outlined  an  approach  that  gets  at  the 
“uniqueness”  problem  by  focusing  on  the  relation  between  the  actor  and 
the  system  as  a  game  situation.45  Environmental  management  can  thus 
be  visualized  as  a  game  where  organizational  structures  and  regulations 
provide  the  constraining  framework  within  which  environmental  actors 
mobilize  resources  and  develop  strategies  to  influence  the  outcome  of  the 
game  and  thereby  improve  their  power  position  vis-a-vis  the  other  players. 
Outcomes  would  include  the  promulgation  of  new  regulations,  the  reor¬ 
ganization  of  existing  institutions,  or  the  formation  of  new  ones.  In  the 
game  situation,  organization  and  regulation  are  ever-changing  and  dy¬ 
namic.  On  the  one  hand,  they  constitute  the  ordered  context  within  which 
power  relationships  unfold:  they  define  the  minimum  level  of  predictability 
of  action  for  each  actor  and,  in  so  doing,  determine  both  the  assets  and  the 
risks  each  brings  to  the  game.  On  the  other  hand,  organization  and  regula¬ 
tion  are  game  outcomes,  reflecting  the  temporary  equilibrium  between  the 
game’s  players  at  a  given  moment  in  time.  An  investigation  of  the  dynamic 
relationship  between  an  environmental  actor  and  the  environmental  man¬ 
agement  organization  makes  it  possible  to  go  beyond  the  sterile  attempt  to 
establish  the  superiority  of  one  system  over  another  in  arresting  the  process 
of  environmental  decay  to  get  at  the  heart  of  the  power  relationships  that 
determine  environmental  management  policies. 
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In  the  game  situation,  power  is  inseparably  related  to  organization. 
Human  actors  obtain  their  objectives  through  their  use  of  power,  but 
power  is  defined  solely  in  the  context  of  organization.  Human  beings  can¬ 
not  exercise  power  over  others  except  in  the  pursuit  of  a  collective  objective 
described  by  an  organization  whose  structure  determines  the  substance 
and  process  of  the  power  transactions.  The  analysis  of  a  power  relation 
thus  requires  answers  to  two  sets  of  complementary  questions:  the  first 
regards  the  resources  available  to  each  player,  the  second  involves  the 
determination  of  the  structural  constraints  underlying  the  power  relation. 

Crozier  and  Friedberg  suggest  four  sources  of  power  that  derive  from 
organization  and  correspond  to  the  different  types  of  uncertainty  inherent 
in  an  organization’s  operation:  (i)  power  stemming  from  the  mastery  of 
the  technical  expertise  required  by  the  organization;  (2)  power  deriving 
from  knowledge  of  or  control  over  the  environment  in  which  the  organiza¬ 
tion  functions:  ability  to  manipulate  groups  and  institutions  that  are  ex¬ 
ternal  to  the  organization  and  are  essential  to  the  organization’s  ongoing 
performance;  (3)  power  stemming  from  the  control  of  information  and 
communications;  and  (4)  power  arising  from  the  knowledge  of  the  internal 
workings  of  the  organization  itself.  The  success  of  any  actor  in  a  political 
power  relationship  depends  not  only  on  an  objective  assessment  of  his 
“assets,”  but  also  on  his  subjective  ability  to  utilize  those  assets  within  the 
organizational  constraints  in  such  a  way  as  to  develop  strategies  that  will 
maximize  his  power  vis-a-vis  the  other  players. 

When  this  approach  is  applied  to  national  environmental  policymaking, 
the  organization  becomes  the  national  sociopolitical  structure,  and  the 
players  become  the  individuals  and  institutions  involved  in  the  policy  pro¬ 
cess.  Environmental  legislation  and  regulation  both  serve  as  political  con¬ 
straints  defining  the  players’  moves  and  at  the  same  time  reflect  the  power 
balance  between  the  various  actors  at  a  given  moment  in  the  game.  We  are 
thus  in  a  position  to  investigate  which  of  the  two  organizational  features  in 
communist  one-party  systems  plays  a  greater  role  in  defining  the  politics  of 
the  environmental  management  actors:  the  politicoeconomic  system  or  the 
regulatory  principle  common  to  both  Eastern  and  Western  environmental 
management  philosophies. 

Since  diversity  has  proved  to  be  endemic  in  the  socialist  bloc,  this  study 
compares  two  communist  states:  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia.  Others  will  be 
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discussed  in  specific  instances  where  appropriate.  The  USSR  and  Yugo¬ 
slavia  conveniently  represent  the  opposite  organizational  poles  of  centrali¬ 
zation  and  decentralization  in  communist  state  systems.  The  choice  of 
Yugoslavia  further  prevents  the  temptation  to  use  the  Soviet  Union  as  a 
model  for  all  communist  polities.  It  should  not  be  overlooked,  however, 
that  Soviet  decisions  pertaining  to  environmental  protection  exercise  deci¬ 
sive  influence  on  policy  development  in  other  socialist  states  and  also 
have  an  impact  upon  environmental  policymaking  elsewhere,  including 
the  United  States.  Yugoslavia’s  claim  to  a  special  Yugoslav  path  to  com¬ 
munism  makes  it  possible  to  evaluate  the  relevance  of  politicoeconomic 
structure  in  the  environmental  policy  process  among  communist  states, 
while  at  the  same  time  providing  a  reference  point  other  than  the  Soviet 
experience  for  comparison  with  the  Western  industrialized  democracies. 

Four  elements  may  be  identified  in  our  comparative  model  of  the  en¬ 
vironmental  management  process:  the  regulatory  management  principle 
shared  by  both  East  and  West,  the  politicoeconomic  factors  unique  to 
communist  systems,  the  flow  of  activities  in  the  formation  of  environmental 
policy,  and  the  actors  in  the  policymaking  process. 


The  Environmental  Regulatory  Principle 

Ripley  and  Franklin  have  conveniently  summarized  the  general  charac¬ 
teristics  of  protective  regulatory  policy,  (i)  Regulation  is  coercive ;  it  has  an 
enforcement  dimension  that  is  perceived  to  be  threatening.  (2)  Regulation 
implementation  is  a  hands-on  activity  where  the  regulatory  agents  must  go 
directly  into  the  field  and  interact  with  the  regulated  clients.  These  inter¬ 
actions  set  up  adversarial  relations  because  the  regulated  interests  receive 
no  rewards.  Their  actions  are  restricted,  and  if  they  do  not  comply,  they 
are  punished.  (3)  Jlegulatory  policy  is  “ activist .”  The  regulatory  agencies 
must  take  positive  steps  to  implement  the  law.  If  they  do  not,  the  regulated 
clients  will  probably  take  no  steps  at  all,  since  nonimplementation  is  eco¬ 
nomically  preferable  in  the  short  run.46 

These  characteristics  are  embodied  in  environmental  policy  in  at  least 
seven  kinds  of  regulatory  measures. 

(1)  National  standard-setting.  Standards  are  of  two  kinds:  ambient  stan¬ 
dards  and  point-source  emission  standards.  Politics  is  generated  by  ( a )  the 
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definition  of  the  standards;  ( b )  the  problem  of  meshing  the  two  kinds  of 
standards,  so  that  a  combination  of  point-source  emissions  into  the  air,  for 
example  in  a  given  locality,  in  fact  approximates  the  appropriate  ambient 
air  quality  level  for  that  area;  and  (c)  the  frequent  inadequacy  of  point- 
source  emission  standards  to  solve  the  pollution  problem,  as  in  the  case  of 
acid  rain  or  water  basin  management.  Non-point-sources  of  pollution  so 
far  are  not  regulated  in  any  country. 

(2)  Technological  forcing.  An  agency  may  be  designated  to  develop  or 
pass  judgment  on  technology  that  can  be  used  to  meet  a  given  pollution 
control  requirement.  In  either  case,  technological  development  is  sought 
by  means  of  an  administrative  mechanism  rather  than  through  an  open, 
competitive  process,  and  the  regulated  industries  are  coerced  into  devel¬ 
oping  and/or  accepting  mandated  technology. 

(3)  “Date  certain”  principle.  In  some  countries,  such  as  the  United  States, 
legal  deadlines  are  set  for  the  regulated  interests  to  meet  the  promulgated 
standards.  Even  in  those  countries  where  the  law  does  not  specify  a  dead¬ 
line,  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  an  industry  may  be  warned  and  then  cited  for 
noncompliance.  Political  confrontation  between  the  regulating  agency  and 
the  regulated  industry  is  inevitable.  The  former’s  interest  lies  in  securing 
soonest  compliance,  while  industry  desires  to  delay  the  deadline  as  long  as 
possible,  particularly  if  lack  of  resources  (money  and  technology)  makes 
compliance  impracticable. 

(4)  The  delegation  of  implementation  authority  to  administrative  bu¬ 
reaucracies.  In  the  Western  countries,  delegation  is  to  a  separate  agency  or 
agencies.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  delegation  can  be  and  frequently  is  to  the 
same  organization  that  is  polluting  the  resource.  In  both,  the  political  con¬ 
test  is  shaped  by  the  degree  of  tension  between  the  enforcement  agency 
and  the  restricted  client  in  meeting  implementation  goals,  and  the  degree 
to  which  the  monitoring  and  control  functions  are  separated  from  the  eco¬ 
nomic  activity  of  the  polluter. 

(5)  The  requirement  of  regional  implementation  plans,  down  to  the  local 
level.  The  politics  of  this  measure  is  found  in  the  relationship  of  local  and 
regional  authorities  to  the  center.47 

(6)  Land-use  planning  and  regulation  as  a  way  to  define  access  to  scarce 
resources.  As  in  (5),  there  is  the  politics  between  center  and  periphery, 
particularly  that  arising  between  national  industrial  polluters  and  local 
planners. 
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(7)  State  subsidy  of  pollution  control  costs.  In  no  country  does  the  pol¬ 
luter  have  to  bear  the  total  cost  of  pollution  control.  The  polluter  thus  has 
access  to  what  Fort  and  Baden  term  the  “treasury  commons.”48  This  mea¬ 
sure  may  stimulate  the  sharpest  conflict,  because  the  polluter  is  more  than 
likely  making  additional  demands  upon  public  funds  at  the  same  time  as 
other  interests  are  making  their  own  claims. 

The  principles  outlined  above  may  be  said  to  define  the  parameters  of 
the  environmental  regulatory  process.  The  politics  they  delineate  is  a  low- 
profile,  delaying  mode  for  the  regulated  interests  vis-a-vis  the  regulatory 
agencies.  At  the  same  time,  the  regulated  interests  engage  in  intense  politi¬ 
cal  activity  to  influence  the  policy  preferences  of  the  decisionmakers  so  as 
to  secure  their  due  share  of  the  public  funds.  The  regulatory  agencies  may 
attempt  to  secure  compliance  by  mobilizing  public  support;  or,  if  they 
perceive  themselves  in  a  weak  political  situation,  they  may  strike  a  com¬ 
promise  with  their  clients  “that  all  can  live  with,”  leading  to  collusion  be¬ 
tween  the  regulator  and  the  regulated. 


Politicoeconomic  Structure 

Four  systemic  differences  between  communist  and  noncommunist  states 
stand  out  from  others  that  could  be  mentioned  as  identifying  the  aggregate 
“uniqueness”  of  the  communist  polity.  The  first  is  the  public  ownership  of 
the  means  of  production  and  state  ownership  of  all  natural  resources.  In 
the  Soviet  Union  and  most  of  Eastern  Europe,  the  state  is  the  major  eco¬ 
nomic  producer;  in  Yugoslavia,  a  self-management  system  operates.  Gold¬ 
man  suggests  that  there  is  a  greater  danger  of  collusion  in  environmental 
affairs  in  the  Soviet  system  than  in  Western  societies  precisely  because  the 
state  is  both  regulator  and  manufacturer.49  The  total  absence  of  private 
ownership  of  natural  resources  means  that  the  resources  of  an  entire  coun¬ 
try  form  a  common  pool  from  which  the  various  economic  and  social 
interests  can  draw.  Since  the  resources  cost  nothing,  the  demand  made  ^ 
upon  them  exceeds  in  many  areas  their  capacity  to  deliver.  Water  is  a 
prime  example.  Every  communist  country,  without  exception,  faces  critical 
problems  of  water  scarcity  and  water  pollution.  Unless  the  rights  to  scarce 
resources  are  carefully  defined,  demand  will  continue  to  exceed  supply. 
Definition  of  rights  to  a  common  resource,  however,  is  a  complex  political 
process  carried  out  between  water  users.  Because  the  process  is  political, 
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definition  may  never  be  completed,  only  revised.  Hence,  if  total  public 
ownership  of  natural  resources  makes  any  difference,  it  may  be  expected  to 
increase  political  controversy  and  delay  environmental  solution. 

The  second  difference  is  the  universal  adoption  by  all  communist  states 
of  some  form  of  central  planning  mechanism.  By  contrast,  central  plan¬ 
ning  exists  in  only  a  few  of  the  Western  industrial  democracies.  As  stated 
earlier,  many  Western  as  well  as  communist  specialists  are  persuaded  that 
central  planning  is  essential  if  environmental  protection  and  conservation 
are  to  become  realities.  In  the  words  of  one  Yugoslav  expert,  “Without 
planning,  you  Americans  ravaged  a  wilderness  environment  in  less  than 
ioo  years.  By  planning  for  environmental  protection  of  our  still  under¬ 
developed  country,  we  Yugoslavs  will  make  haste  slowly,  it  is  true.  But 
when  we  reach  your  level  of  development,  it  will  not  be  at  the  price  of 
environmental  decay.  We  will  have  achieved  ecological  stability.”50  Plans 
and  their  realization,  however,  are  two  very  different  things.  In  all  the 
communist  countries,  newspaper  accounts  of  unfulfilled  plans,  particularly 
in  the  environmental  area,  have  become  a  common  occurrence.  The  de¬ 
velopment  and  implementation  of  plans  are,  once  again,  political  processes. 
As  Benveniste  has  said,  “Even  the  most  powerful  Prince  cannot  always 
impose  decisions  on  all  the  minions  of  his  kingdom,”  particularly  when  one 
program  is  popular  among  many  clients  and  another  is  not.51  We  are  back 
to  the  “parochial  interests  of  subsystem  actors”  using  their  “margin  of 
liberty”  to  shape  the  planning  decision. 

The  third  systemic  difference  is  a  mandated  ideology  and/or  the  refusal 
to  permit  competing  ideologies.  As  was  suggested  earlier,  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  area  ideological  differences  may  not  be  that  great.  Both  East  and 
West  appear  committed  to  doing  something  about  the  environment  and  to 
the  idea  that  the  profit  motive  and  environmental  protection  do  not  mix. 
Both  ideologies  fail  to  come  to  grips  with  the  problems  of  externalities  and 
the  real  cost  of  production.  The  distinguishing  elements  in  the  communist 
ideology  as  far  as  the  environment  is  concerned  are  the  retention  of  the 
classical  Marxist  labor  theory  of  value,  the  public  ownership  of  the  means 
of  production,  and  the  concept  of  the  planned  solution  to  environmental 
problems.  The  last  two  have  already  been  identified  as  separate  compo¬ 
nents  of  the  system.  Perhaps  the  most  important  function  of  ideology  as  it 
concerns  policymaking  in  communist  states  is  to  limit  the  area  of  discus- 
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sion  by  setting  bounds  to  policy  alternatives.52  National  political  culture 
plays  its  role  in  conforming  the  ideology  to  the  individual  national  envi¬ 
ronment.  In  Yugoslavia,  one  cannot  think  of  policy  options  outside  the 
self-management  system.  But  while  ideology  may  form  the  basis  for  the 
policy  process,  the  significance  of  its  role  in  determining  policy  outcomes  is 
far  from  clear. 

The  fourth  difference,  and  the  most  salient  political  aspect  of  communist  v- 
states,  is  the  monopoly  of  political  power  by  one  party.  In  the  West,  envi¬ 
ronmental  debates  are  conducted  within  the  framework  of  open  decision¬ 
making,  while  in  the  East,  even  in  Yugoslavia,  decisionmaking  occurs  ^ 
largely  within  a  closed,  single-party  context.  What  impact  does  political 
style  have  on  environmental  policy  outcomes?  Can  a  single  party  mandate 
environmental  protection?  If  a  one-party  system  makes  a  difference,  the 
evidence  is  that  it  may  be  very  effective  in  the  formation  of  a  proenviron- 
mental  policy,  but  it  is  relatively  powerless  to  implement  it.  One  reason  is 
the  impossibility  of  coordinating  the  individual  production  targets  of  the 
different  economic  ministries  into  one  program  that  balances  economic 
growth  with  environmental  and  resource  conservation.  A  second  reason, 
which  is  the  focus  of  this  study,  is  the  nature  of  the  dynamics  of  the  power 
balance  between  the  internets  concerned,  a  power  balance  that  regulatory 
policy  serves  to  promote.  The  relevance  of  one-party  dominance  to  the 
determination  of  environmental  policy  performance  may  be  considerably 
less  than  one  might  expect. 

To  carry  the  thought  further,  there  is  a  widespread  popular  conviction  in 
the  West  that  without  an  autonomous  environmental  lobby  and  freedom  of 
public  participation,  neither  government  nor  industry  would  act.  A  single-  L 
party  monopoly  clearly  cannot  coexist  with  autonomous  interest  groups. 
However,  paradoxical  as  it  may  seem,  public  pressure  and  single-party 
discipline  at  times  can  intersect  to  produce  similar  results.  As  Charles 
Jones  has  shown  in  his  classic  study  of  air  pollution  politics,  spontaneous 
public  outcry  can  produce  nonimplementable  laws53,  just  as  single-party 
discipline  can  father  emasculated  legislation.  The  consequence  of  both  ac¬ 
tions  is  a  necessary  return  to  the  politics  of  “parochial  interests”  for  legis¬ 
lative  or  administrative  modification. 

These  four  factors  taken  together  constitute  the  global  differences  be¬ 
tween  communist  and  noncommunist  systems.  Many  of  them  exist  singly 
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or  in  varying  sets  of  pairs  or  triads  in  other  countries.  But  they  must  occur 
together  to  satisfy  this  study’s  definition  of  a  communist  one-party  state. 
Some  might  prefer  to  emphasize  other  aspects  of  the  system,  such  as  sys¬ 
tematic  terror,  mass  mobilization,  or  communications  censorship.  How¬ 
ever,  in  the  author’s  view,  these  aspects  may  be  derived  from  the  first  four 
and  are  not  primary  in  and  of  themselves.  Moreover,  all  of  them  are  not 
present  in  all  communist  one-party  systems.  Systematic  terror,  for  example, 
has  retreated  into  the  background  to  a  substantial  degree  in  Hungary  and 
Yugoslavia. 


Typology  of  Policymaking  Activities 

The  generalized  model  of  the  flow  of  policymaking  activities  described  by 
Ripley  and  Franklin  assumes  four  sets  of  activities  in  policy  formation: 
agenda-setting,  information  collecting,  compromise  and  negotiation,  and 
ratification;  and  four  sets  in  implementation:  resource  acquisition,  inter¬ 
pretation  and  planning,  organizing,  and  providing  benefits  and  services.54 
The  policy  formation  categories  have  been  repeatedly  refined  in  American 
policy  models,  particularly  in  the  area  of  agenda-setting.55  With  its  focus 
on  the  actor-organization  relationship  in  policymaking,  this  study  proposes 
to  examine  policy  formation  activities  only  insofar  as  they  have  an  impact 
on  the  organizational  constraints  and  the  mobilizable  assets,  strategies, 
and  rewards  of  the  relevant  actors.56  In  implementation,  resources  denote 
equipment,  personnel,  land,  and,  most  important,  money.  Interpretation 
and  planning  translate  legislation  into  concrete  regulations  and  programs, 
while  organizing  involves  creating  or  restructuring  bureaucratic  units  to 
produce  the  output,  whether  it  be  a  product  or  a  desired  performance. 

All  of  these  activities  have  been  identified  in  communist  policymaking, 
although  they  have  not  been  studied  as  a  unified  process.57  A  serious  ob¬ 
stacle  to  our  understanding  of  the  actor-organization  relationship  in  the 
policy  process  in  communist  states,  as  Lowenhardt  aptly  points  out,58  is  our 
frequent  ignorance  of  who  the  decisionmakers  really  are.  The  closed  nature 
of  communist  decisionmaking  makes  it  particularly  difficult  to  assign  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  a  major  policy  decision,  unless  the  issue  involves  a  power 
struggle  between  rival  contenders  for  leadership.  If  the  decision  is  ratified 
by  legislation,  one  can  be  sure  that  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  Council  of 
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Ministers  accepted  responsibility  for  the  decision  and  that  in  Yugoslavia, 
there  was  consensus  in  the  federal  parliament.  But  since  the  vote  in  the 
Supreme  Soviet  represents  confirmation  of  a  prior  decision  and  there  is  no 
vote  in  the  Yugoslav  federal  parliament,  we  still  remain  in  ignorance  about 
the  specific  dynamics  of  the  individual  decision.  Happily,  we  can  have 
much  more  certainty  in  the  area  of  administrative  regulations.  In  the  Soviet 
Union  and  most  of  Eastern  Europe,  the  institutions  responsible  for  issuing 
these  are  designated  by  the  Council  of  Ministers,  and  if  the  regulations  are 
particularly  important,  there  will  be  a  joint  party-government  designation. 
In  Yugoslavia,  the  designation  is  contained  in  the  law.  The  formal  orga¬ 
nization  of  environmental  administration  indicates  which  agencies  are  in¬ 
volved  in  which  particular  environmental  area.  It  is  but  one  step  from 
there  to  the  identification  of  “subgovernments”  specialized  in  a  particular 
environmental  policy  field,  a  subject  that  will  be  taken  up  later. 

A  further  hindrance  to  our  understanding  of  public  policymaking  ac¬ 
tivity  in  communist  states  is  our  lack  of  substantive  information  on  policy 
issues  prior  to  their  adoption  and/or  ratification.  Moreover,  only  a  small 
number  of  regulations  are  ever  made  public.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  most  are 
handed  down  within  the  responsible  bureaucracies,  and  are  consequently 
inaccessible  to  the  researcher.  Contracts  between  self-management  institu¬ 
tions  in  Yugoslavia  are  considered  private  and  hence  not  a  matter  of  public 
information.  Censorship  in  both  countries  ensures  that  only  those  aspects 
of  the  issues  that  are  permitted  to  be  made  public  reach  the  media,  and  on 
many  issues  there  is  no  public  discussion  at  all.  While  one  may  infer  that 
negotiating  and  bargaining  went  on,  for  example,  in  the  seven-year  inter¬ 
val  between  the  drafting  and  passage  of  the  Soviet  Air  Quality  Control 
Law  in  1980,  only  insiders  know  the  actual  content  and  shape  of  the  nego¬ 
tiations.  In  the  environmental  area,  discussion  in  the  press  has  been  rather 
free  on  conceptual  matters,  but  we  know  far  less  about  the  concrete  policy 
alternatives  that  are  the  subjects  of  legislative  or  administrative  action. 


The  Actors 

The  systemic  differences  between  East  and  West  argue  against  equating 
the  actors  in  the  communist  policy  process  with  Western  counterparts  on  a 
one-to-one  basis.  The  principles  of  socialist  ownership  and  the  monopoly 
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of  political  power  mean  there  can  be  no  autonomous  interest  groups  or 
private  enterprise,  as  these  operate  in  the  West.  In  this  sense,  Kelley’s 
division  of  Soviet  actors  in  environmental  policymaking  into  Western-style 
industrial  and  environmental  lobbies  is  misleading,  as  is  his  further  dis¬ 
tinction  between  official  and  semiofficial  institutions.59  One  can,  however, 
distinguish  between  government  or  state  institutions  and  actors  and  non¬ 
governmental  institutions  and  actors,  including  informal  environmental 
groupings.  The  former  may  be  said  to  represent  the  “insiders,”  the  latter, 
the  “outsiders”  in  the  policy  process,  although  the  lines  can  become  blurred 
as  we  shall  see.60 

The  identification  of  government  institutions  and  responsible  public 
officials  is  relatively  easy  because  most  of  these  are  designated  by  law  or 
regulation.  Nongovernmental  organizations,  such  as  expert  institutes  or 
the  nature  protection  societies  that  exist  in  all  the  communist  states,  are 
also  readily  identified.  It  is  much  more  difficult  to  define  an  informal 
group  such  as  an  environmental  “lobby”  because  the  latter  has  no  legiti- 
mate  status  or  formal  organization.  To  borrow  Almond’s  term,  it  is  “non- 
associational.”61  In  the  environmental  area,  however,  there  is  substantial 
evidence  throughout  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Soviet  Union  of  the  activity 
of  unofficial  groups  whose  members  exhibit  the  shared  attitudes  and  com¬ 
mon  characteristics  that  David  Truman  urged  were  a  group’s  identifying 
features.  More  important,  these  groups  are  political  in  the  sense  that  group 
members  maintain  interaction  and  express  a  common  claim  upon  the 
government.62  The  most  visible  of  the  informal  environmental  groups  has 
been  the  scientists,  particularly  the  natural  scientists.63  But  the  activity  of 
journalists,  lawyers,  and  economists  should  not  be  overlooked.64 

In  the  communist  environmental  management  system,  then,  one  may 
roughly  identify  two  sets  of  actors:  government  institutions  and  officials 
and  nongovernmental  organizations,  interest  groupings,  and  individuals. 
The  former  includes  the  environmental  administrative  agencies,  the  socially 
owned  economic  organizations,  the  Communist  party  apparat,  and  the 
central  and  republican  executives.  The  second  set  contains  two  types  of 
interest  groupings:  the  specialists  and  researchers  working  in  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  area,  whom  we  shall  term  “the  experts,”  and  the  “expert”  orga¬ 
nizations,  such  as  the  institutes  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  universities, 
and  the  lawyers’,  writers’,  and  journalists’  associations;  and  the  public  at 
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large  functioning  as  an  environmental  “lobby”  either  through  the  official 
environmental  organizations  (such  as  the  Soviet  republican  societies  for 
the  preservation  of  nature,  or  the  Yugoslav  Gorani  Movement),  or  in  its 
capacity  to  make  demands  upon  the  authorities  by  letters  or  other  approved 
means  to  indicate  support  or  the  withholding  of  support  on  an  environ¬ 
mental  issue.  The  actors  may  be  conveniently  grouped  in  the  following 
order: 

Environmental  administrative  agencies 

The  socially  owned  economic  institutions  (the  economic  ministries  in  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  self-management  organizations  in  Yugoslavia) 

The  central  and  republican  party  and  government  leadership 

Experts  and  expert  organizations 

The  public  as  individuals  or  organized  in  approved  mass  organizations 

Each  of  these  actors  will  be  examined  in  turn  with  the  aim  of  deter¬ 
mining  his  “margin  of  liberty”  in  the  environmental  policy  process  within  a 
four-part  framework:  (i)  the  regulatory  and  structural  constraints  imposed 
by  the  environmental  management  system,  (2)  available  resources,  (3)  re¬ 
wards  and  costs,  and  (4)  the  resulting  strategies  developed  by  him  to  im¬ 
prove  his  position  in  the  “game.”  Policy  input  in  this  context  is  viewed  not 
as  a  given  form  of  activity,  but  as  the  product  of  the  interaction  of  the 
environmental  policy  actors  with  their  organizational  environment. 

It  is  assumed  that  the  environmental  policy  process  is  not  zero-sum,  as 
some  would  see  it,  where  the  economy  wins  and  the  environment  loses,  or 
vice  versa.  Although  pollution  costs  fall  heavily  on  the  economic  sector, 
the  jury  is  still  out  on  whether  economic  production  suffers  because  of 
these  costs.  Czech  scientists  argue  that  their  economy  will  experience 
marked  deterioration  unless  pollution  controls  are  taken  seriously.65  The 
environmental  policy  game  seems  a  no-win  situation.  Neither  the  economic 
interests  nor  the  environmental  advocates  can  obtain  all  of  their  objectives. 
Because  protective  regulatory  policy  benefits  the  many  at  a  perceived  high 
cost  to  the  few,  it  is  highly  controversial,66  and  the  adjustment  of  environ¬ 
mental  concerns  to  economic  demands  is  continuous. 

In  the  politics  of  this  adjustment  process  in  the  two  states  under  review, 
it  will  be  argued  that  “the  experts”  have  most  improved  their  position  vis- 
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a-vis  the  other  actors,  because  of  their  exclusive  claim  to  understanding 
the  unknown  ecological  future  (Crozier  and  Friedberg’s  first  source  of  or¬ 
ganizational  power).  The  public  has  also  become  more  assertive,  although 
to  a  much  more  limited  degree,  through  its  status  as  recipient  of  the  bene¬ 
fits  and  services  of  environmental  regulation.  (Crozier  and  Friedberg’s 
second  source  of  organizational  power.)  However,  Crozier  and  Friedberg’s 
third  and  fourth  sources  of  power  continue  to  make  the  economic  orga¬ 
nizations  formidable  players:  control  of  information  and  communications 
and  inside  knowledge  of  the  internal  workings  of  the  policy  process.  To 
keep  the  study’s  scope  within  manageable  limits,  discussion  has  been  re¬ 
stricted  to  the  politics  of  the  three  most  critical  environmental  issues  in  the 
industrialized  world  and  the  countries  under  review:  land  and  resource 
use,  water,  and  air  pollution. 

Chapter  2  is  a  general  description  of  the  environmental  policy  milieus 
in  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia.  In  particular,  it  will  compare  their  similar 
regulatory  frameworks  and  also  the  distinctive  structural  characteristics 
of  Soviet  centralized  environmental  management  with  the  Yugoslav  self¬ 
management  variant.  The  next  five  chapters  deal  with  the  actors.  For  pur¬ 
poses  of  comparison,  the  same  organizational  format  is  used  in  each  of 
them.  Although  some  might  prefer  more  emphasis  on  the  natural  scientists 
and  geographers  in  the  discussion  of  experts,  I  have  chosen  to  stress  the 
economists  and  legal  profession.  The  objective  is  a  more  precise  under¬ 
standing  of  the  role  of  regulation  and  the  politicoeconomic  system  in 
shaping  environmental  policy  inputs  and  reflecting  environmental  political 
outcomes. 

Before  we  turn  to  the  body  of  the  study,  a  few  definitions  of  terms  are  in 
order.  Environmental  management  is  commonly  understood  to  refer  to 
two  aspects  of  the  process.  The  first  is  controlling  the  effects  of  pollution: 
sewage  treatment,  air  pollution  control;  the  second  encompasses  the  notion 
of  preventing  future  harmful  effects,  or  establishing  some  kind  of  equilib¬ 
rium  between  man’s  activities  and  the  ability  of  the  environment  to  handle 
them.67  In  the  industrialized  countries,  the  main  thrust  of  environmental 
management  so  far  has  been  in  controlling  the  effects  of  environmental 
damage.  This  study  consequently  concentrates  on  that  aspect  of  the  prob¬ 
lem,  although  work  is  being  done  in  both  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia  on  the 
second  aspect  and  will  be  mentioned  where  appropriate. 
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Second,  the  term  environment  will  be  used  throughout  to  refer  both  to 
the  environment  that  has  been  affected  by  the  activity  of  man,  what  the 
Yugoslavs  call  “the  human  environment,”  and  to  what  might  be  considered 
untouched  nature,  in  other  words,  those  areas  where  the  impact  of  man 
has  been  minimal. 

Finally,  a  word  about  sources:  the  material  for  this  study  was  primarily 
assembled  during  official  visits  to  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia.  Given  the 
reality  of  censorship,  published  sources  in  both  countries  reflect  the  present 
leaderships’  fundamentally  optimistic  view  of  the  environmental  problem, 
and  the  reader  must  take  this  attitude  into  account  when  evaluating  the 
published  material.  This  view  was  also  the  one  most  often  expressed  in  the 
author’s  formal  interviews  with  environmental  officials,  heads  of  environ¬ 
mental  mass  organizations,  and  local  government  representatives.  It  was 
much  less  shared  in  her  private  conversations  with  economists,  lawyers, 
and  acquaintances.  For  each  formal  interview,  permission  was  sought,  and 
granted,  to  take  notes,  and  most  of  the  personal  citations  in  the  study  will 
be  quotations  or  paraphrasing  of  these  notes.  There  is  no  direct  attribution 
of  source  for  the  private  conversations. 
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The  structural  differences  between  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia  in  the  orga¬ 
nization  of  environmental  policy  make  the  sharpest  initial  impression  upon 
the  researcher.  This  chapter  describes  these  differences  and  their  impact  on 
the  common  regulatory  principle  outlined  in  chapter  I.  It  will  be  seen  that 
the  opportunities  for  access  to  environmental  policymaking  as  well  as  the 
rewards  and  restrictions  offered  to  the  individual  and  institutional  actors  in 
each  society,  are  more  similar  than  is  immediately  apparent.  The  chief 
distinction  lies  in  the  pattern  of  political  interaction.  In  the  Soviet  case,  the 
pattern  may  be  most  easily  conceptualized  as  a  many-legged  centipede, 
while  Yugoslavia’s  decentralized  self-management  recalls  the  creature  of 
Greek  mythology,  the  multiheaded  hydra. 


Centralized  Pluralism 

The  Soviet  environmental  management  system  is  complex,  with  a  large 
number  of  actors  participating  in  the  decisionmaking  process.1  According 
to  the  USSR  Constitution  of  1977,  state  ownership  of  the  means  of  pro¬ 
duction  is  “the  foundation  of  the  USSR’s  economic  system”  (Article  10). 
Further,  “the  land,  its  mineral  wealth,  the  waters  and  the  forests  are  the 
exclusive  property  of  the  state”  (Article  1 1  ).2  While  state  ownership  may  be 
unified,  the  administration  and  exploitation  of  environmental  resources 
has  had  in  practice  to  be  distributed  over  a  wide  range  of  state  institutions. 
Figure  2.1  provides  a  highly  simplified  diagram  of  the  flow  of  administra¬ 
tive  and  planning  functions. 
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Figure  2.1  Flow  of  Administrative  and  Planning  Functions  in  the  USSR 


Central  institutions 


Republics 


Oblasts 
(Large  cities) 


Raiony 
(Small  cities) 


Politburo 
of  CPSU 


Note.  Solid  arrows  indicate  direction  of  policy  and  planning  decisions.  Broken  arrows  indicate 
direction  of  draft  policy  submission,  consultation,  and  information  exchange. 
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At  the  top  of  the  system  stand  the  USSR  Council  of  Ministers  and  the 
Central  Committee  (cc)  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union 
(cpsu).  These  bodies  issue  the  policy  directives.  The  major  policy  docu¬ 
ments  are  the  five-year  guidelines  adopted  by  the  cpsu  Congress  at  five- 
year  intervals.  From  time  to  time,  the  Council  of  Ministers  either  sepa¬ 
rately,  or  jointly  with  the  Central  Committee  when  the  matter  is  especially 
important,  adopts  resolutions  that  turn  policy  guidelines  into  specific  pro¬ 
grams  and  obligations.  The  seminal  document  of  the  last  two  decades  has 
been  the  1972  Resolution  to  Strengthen  Environmental  Protection  and 
the  Rational  Development  of  Natural  Resources,3  which  first  spelled  out 
the  overall  tasks  of  each  component  of  the  environmental  administrative 
system. 

The  directives  are  issued  through  a  process  of  negotiation  between  what 
Soviet  jurists  call  the  organs  of  general  competence,  or  the  supervisory  state 
committees,4  and  the  specialized  organs  responsible  either  for  a  branch  of 
economic  production  or  a  particular  element  of  the  environment,  such  as 
land,  water,  or  air.  The  directives  are  binding  upon  all  parties  mentioned 
in  the  resolution.  There  are  seven  state  committees  involved  in  environ¬ 
mental  management,  ten  lead  ( golovyie )  agencies  responsible  for  a  specific 
environmental  sector,  and  some  twenty-nine  branch  ministries  engaged  in 
administration  or  exploitation  of  natural  resources.  The  branch  ministries 
are  further  divided  into  all-union  institutions,  which  answer  only  to  Mos¬ 
cow  and  are  organized  in  a  territorial  chain  of  command  independent  of 
the  republican  administrations,  and  the  union-republic  ministries,  which 
are  responsible  to  the  central  government  through  the  republican  councils 
of  ministers.  Table  2.1  provides  a  list  of  the  central  institutions  engaged  in 
environmental  management  as  of  1985. 

The  all-union  ministries  administer  the  sectors  of  the  Soviet  economy 
most  vital  to  national  security:  defense,  the  transport  building  industries, 
machine  building,  chemicals,  gas  and  oil,  and  high  technology.  Union- 
republic  ministries  manage  those  sectors  that  tend  to  have  a  strong  terri¬ 
torial  base,  such  as  the  coal  and  oil  refining  industries,  ferrous  metallurgy, 
and  the  timber  and  wood  processing  industries.  Agricultural  production 
used  to  be  distributed  among  several  union-republican  ministries,  but  these 
were  replaced  in  1985  by  a  consolidated  All-Union  State  Agro-Industrial 
Committee.  Some  observers  have  considered  the  differences  between  the 
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Table  2.1  Glossary  of  Central  Institutions,  USSR  (1986) 


Union- 

All- 

Russian 

republic 

union 

Institution  name 

acronym 

organs 

organs 

USSR  state  committees 

State  Agro-Industrial  Committeea 

Gosagroprom 

X 

State  Committee  for  Construction  Affairs 

Gosstroi 

X 

State  Committee  on  Forestry 

Gosleskhoz 

X 

State  Committee  on  Hydrometeorology 
and  Environmental  Protection 

Goskomgidromet 

X 

State  Committee  for  Material  and 

Gossnab 

X 

Technical  Supply 

State  Planning  Committee 

Gosplan 

X 

State  Committee  on  Science  and 

GKNT 

X 

Technology 

State  Committee  on  Standards 

Gosstandart 

X 

USSR  branch  ministries  and  organizations 

Automotive  industry 

X 

Chemical  industry 

X 

Chemical  and  petroleum  machine 
building 

Coal 

Minkhimmash 

X 

X 

Construction  materials  industry 
Construction,  road,  and  municipal 
machine  building 

X 

X 

Ferrous  metallurgy 

X 

Fish  industry 

Minrybkhoz 

X 

Forest  products  industry6 

Minlesprom 

X 

X 

Gas 

Geology 

X 

X 

Health 

Heavy  and  transport  machine  building 

Minzdrav 

X 

X 

Instrument  making,  automotive  and 
control  systems 

Internal  affairs 

MVD 

X 

X 

Justice 

X 

Land  reclamation  and  water  resources 

Minvodkhoz 

X 

Light  industry 

Maritime  fleet 

X 

X 

Medium  machine  building 

Nonferrous  metallurgy 

X 

X 

Oil  refining  and  petrochemical  industry 

Minneftkhimprom  X 

Petroleum 

Power  and  electrification 

X 

X 
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Table  2.1  ( Continued ) 


Institution  name 

Russian 

acronym 

Union- 

republic 

organs 

A 1 1- 
union 
organs 

Power  machine  building 

X 

Shipbuilding 

X 

Tractor  and  agricultural  machine  building 

X 

USSR  Academy  of  Sciences 

ANSSSR 

X 

Total 

20 

17 

Source:  Modified  and  updated  from  table  facing  p.  50,  U.S.  Congress,  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 
mittee,  Soviet  Economy  in  a  Time  of  Change ,  vol.  1  (Washington,  D.C.:  U.S.  Government 
Printing  Office,  1979). 

a.  Replaced  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  related  union-republic  branch  ministries  in  1985. 

b.  In  1981  the  Ministry  of  Pulp  and  Paper  and  the  Ministry  of  Timber  and  Wood  Processing 
were  merged  into  one  ministry. 


two  types  of  central  ministries  more  formal  than  real,5  and  there  are  cases 
where  a  ministry  may  operate  along  both  chains  of  command.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  in  1981,  the  Ministry  of  Pulp  and  Paper  and  the  Ministry  of  Timber 
and  Wood  Processing  were  merged  into  a  union-republic  Forest  Products 
Ministry  (Minlesprom),  which,  despite  its  labeling,  retained  the  direct  ad¬ 
ministrative  relationship  to  Moscow  of  the  old  Pulp  and  Paper  Ministry.6 
Subordinate  to  the  Council  of  Ministers  at  the  republican  level  are  eco¬ 
nomic  activities  of  lesser  importance  not  included  in  the  table,  such  as 
local  industry,  automotive  and  river  transportation,  trade,  public  catering, 
and  service  industries.  With  the  exception  of  the  republican  ministry  of 
local  industry,  these  activities  are  only  marginally  involved  in  environmen¬ 
tal  pollution. 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  table,  many  of  the  “environmental”  agencies, 
such  as  the  ministries  of  Health  (Minzdrav),  Fish  Industry  (Minrybkhoz), 
Geology,  and  Land  Reclamation  and  Water  Resources  (Minvodkhoz),  are 
union-republic  ministries,  while  the  major  polluting  industries  are  adminis¬ 
tered  primarily  by  all-union  ministries.  The  distinction  offers  the  all-union 
ministries  the  option  of  negotiation  with  the  environmental  agencies  only 
at  the  top  of  the  hierarchy.  Beneath  this  network  of  central  institutions  are 
over  five  thousand  territorial  units,7  each  with  its  subdivisions  of  the  central 
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branch  and  republican  organs,  all  of  which  are  responsible  to  their  superior 
at  the  next  higher  territorial  level,  and  whose  decisions,  in  accordance  with 
the  principle  of  “democratic  centralism,”  may  be  rescinded  by  their  supe¬ 
riors.  As  the  headquarters  of  key  economic  and  other  operations,  the  cen¬ 
tral  organs  enjoy  considerable  autonomy  in  relations  with  each  other  and 
exercise  substantial  ministerial  power  over  the  subordinate  bureaucracies. 
By  contrast,  the  many  regional  subordinates  are  highly  limited  in  their 
autonomy,  the  expansion  of  which  is  restricted  by  the  central  institutions. 

A  characteristic  feature  of  the  system  is  the  separation  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  natural  resources  from  their  exploitation.  The  State  Agro-Industrial 
Committee  administers  the  state  land  fund  with  the  exception  of  land  un¬ 
der  municipal  or  state  forest  designation.  The  State  Committee  on  Forestry 
(Gosleskhoz)  administers  all  state  forest  land,  except  that  found  in  munici¬ 
palities,  in  agricultural  areas,  or  associated  with  waterways  and  reservoirs, 
while  Minvodkhoz  has  jurisdiction  over  all  state  waters  except  the  coastal 
areas.  The  users  of  these  resources  include  all  the  industrial  ministries 
making  claims  upon  them.  For  example,  two-thirds  of  the  logging  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  USSR  are  carried  out  by  Minlesprom  on  land  administered  by 
Gosleskhoz.8  Coal  operations  also  take  place  on  land  under  Gosleskhoz 
administration.  The  separation  of  resource  administration  and  resource 
use  sets  up  a  relationship  between  resource  exploiter  and  administrator 
not  unlike  that  in  the  United  States  between  a  private  company  with  a 
lease  on  federal  lands  and  the  federal  agency  that  granted  the  lease.  In  both 
cases,  the  user  bears  no  responsibility  for  the  management  of  the  exploited 
area  and  has  a  direct  interest  in  obtaining  the  resource  as  cheaply  as  pos¬ 
sible,  while  the  administrator  has  only  limited  means  at  his  disposal  to 
control  the  user’s  activities. 

The  division  of  labor  extends  beyond  a  single  set  of  central  agencies. 
The  Oil  Ministry  may  be  responsible  for  oil  production,  but  in  order  to  get 
the  oil  out  of  the  ground,  the  ministry  needs  the  assistance  of  other  minis¬ 
tries  responsible  for  the  operations  necessary  to  obtain  the  oil.  The  Chemi¬ 
cal  and  Petroleum  Machine  Building  Ministry  (Minkhimmash)  provides 
the  equipment;  the  Construction  Materials  Ministry,  the  requisite  building 
materials;  the  Instrument  Making,  Automation,  and  Control  Systems 
Ministry,  the  automated  systems;  and  the  Oil  Refining  and  Petrochemical 
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Industry,  the  crude  petroleum.  The  administration  of  the  oilfield  may  be 
divided  between  the  Ministry  of  Geology,  which  is  responsible  for  under¬ 
ground  deposits,  and  the  central  agency  responsible  for  the  administration 
of  the  above-ground  parcel  of  land.  Each  of  these  organs  has  limited 
autonomy  in  a  designated  area  of  specialization.  Each  also  has  a  monopoly 
over  information  and  program  implementation  in  that  area  with  specific 
plan  targets  and  objectives,  only  one  of  which  may  be  the  oil  development 
project,  and  not  necessarily  the  principle  one  at  that.  Coordination  breaks 
down  as  the  ministries  focus  on  meeting  what  they  perceive  to  be  their 
priority  plan  targets,  with  project  delays,  nondelivery  of  requisite  equip¬ 
ment,  and  environmental  degradation  the  inevitable  result.  As  Alex  Nove 
has  pointed  out,  the  successful  realization  of  a  large  development  project 
requires  the  creation  of  a  supervisory  authority  with  power  to  force  col¬ 
laboration  of  the  agencies  involved.9  The  fragmented  structure  of  Soviet 
administration  hampers  the  development  and  operation  of  such  authorities, 
since  they  have  to  operate  across  institutional  boundaries. 

One  solution  to  the  dispersal  of  administrative  and  exploitative  func¬ 
tions  has  been  to  delegate  the  coordination  of  environmental  management 
to  the  lead  agencies.  Thus,  the  lead  agency  for  air  pollution  control  is  the 
State  Committee  for  Hydrometeorology  and  Environmental  Protection 
(Goskomgidromet).  The  lead  agency  for  water  pollution  control  is  Min- 
vodkhoz;  for  fish  protection,  the  Ministry  of  the  Fish  Industry  (Minryb- 
khoz).  However,  none  of  these  agencies  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  over 
pollution  control  or  resource  management  in  the  designated  environmental 
area.  Other  agencies  may  be  designated  “lead”  agencies  in  subaspects  of  a 
particular  area,  such  as  the  Chemical  and  Petroleum  Machine  Building 
Industry  in  oil  pollution  control  equipment.  Moreover,  the  sheer  number 
of  institutions  engaged  in  both  administration  and  exploitation  mandates 
considerable  prior  negotiation  to  achieve  minimum  coordination  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  environmental  program. 

A  second  solution  is  to  assign  a  coordinating  authority  to  the  state  com¬ 
mittees  with  general  competence  in  environmental  matters:  the  State  Plan¬ 
ning  Committee  (Gosplan),  the  State  Committee  on  Science  and  Tech¬ 
nology  (gknt),  the  State  Committee  for  Construction  Affairs  (Gosstroi), 
and  the  State  Committee  on  Hydrometeorology  and  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  (Goskomgidromet).  However,  none  of  these  organs  so  far  has  been 
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given  any  authority  to  take  charge  of  environmental  problems,  with  the 
result  that  the  environmental  management  system  continues  to  be  disag¬ 
gregated  and  dispersed.  Table  2.2  gives  the  current  distribution  of  central 
institutions  engaged  in  the  implementation  of  environmental  policy  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  relative  autonomy  of  the  central  organs  encourages  the  participants 
in  environmental  policymaking  to  develop  strategies  to  increase  their 
autonomy.  These  include  maximizing  their  area  of  jurisdiction  and/or 
control,  neutralizing  or  minimizing  the  expansion  of  other  organs,  and 
delaying  or  evading  responsibility  for  implementation.  A  discussion  of 
these  strategies  occurs  in  the  subsequent  chapters  on  environmental  actors. 
The  dispersal  of  decisionmaking  and  administrative  authority  indicates  the 
success  of  the  central  organs  in  resisting  further  centralization  efforts  and 
in  protecting  and  even  increasing  their  “turf.” 

A  second  feature  of  Soviet  environmental  policymaking  is  characteristic 
of  all  Soviet  decisionmaking,  namely  the  focus  of  political  activity  on  the 
governmental  actors  at  the  national  level.  The  republics  were  the  first  to 
realize  the  dangers  of  pollution,  and  six  took  the  initiative  to  pass  compre¬ 
hensive  environmental  legislation  in  the  sixties.10  Their  efforts  to  impose 
separate  republican  controls  ran  counter  to  the  recentralizing  administra¬ 
tive  trend  of  the  period.  During  the  Khrushchev  era,  there  was  some  ex¬ 
perimentation  with  horizontal  and  territorial  economic  planning.  The  ex¬ 
periments  ended  with  the  1965  reforms,  which  reasserted  the  principle 
of  vertical  branch  planning  and  management.  Planning  was  further  cen¬ 
tralized  in  1973,  when  the  rights  of  republics  in  the  planning  process  were 
severely  circumscribed  by  a  resolution  restructuring  the  middle  level  of 
management.11  The  return  to  the  branch  management  principle  and  the 
recentralization  of  planning  strengthened  the  branch  industrial  ministries 
at  the  expense  of  republican  and  regional  units.  Recentralization  thus  en¬ 
sured  that  major  input  into  the  formation  of  a  major  social  or  economic 
decision  came  from  the  national  level.  The  result  in  the  environmental  area 
was  federal  legislation  delegating  implementation  authority  to  the  central 
branch  organs. 

In  the  implementation  of  environmental  policy,  financial  and  material 
resources  as  well  as  organizing  authority  also  come  from  the  top,  and  local 
government  participates  only  marginally  in  questions  of  allocation  and 
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Table  2.2  Distribution  of  USSR  Central  Organs  in 
Environmental  Administration 


Branch  ministries 
g  and  organizations 


Environmental  and 
management  area 

committee 
(/V-  7) 

Total 
(/V=  29) 

of  which 
Un.  Rep. 

Lead  agency 

Air 

Goskomgidromet 

Planning  and  administration 

6 

7 

4 

and 

Control 

5 

10 

6 

Minkhimmash 

Expertise 

Water 

3 

16 

9 

Planning  and  administration 

7 

6 

6 

Goskomgidromet 

Major  users 

1 

12 

8 

Minvodkhoz, 

Control 

2 

10 

9 

and  Minrybkhoz 

Expertise 

Land  and  soil 

5 

21 

12 

Goskomgidromet 

Planning  and  administration 

3 

3 

3 

and  Ministry  of 

Major  users 

0 

10 

8 

Agriculture 

Control 

2 

7 

7 

Expertise 

Underground 

2 

14 

8 

Ministry  of 

Planning  and  administration 

4 

9 

7 

Geology 

Major  users 

0 

5 

3 

Control 

2 

7 

7 

Expertise 

Forests 

2 

12 

8 

Gosleskhoz 

Planning  and  administration 

4 

3 

3 

Major  users 

I 

8 

5 

Control 

2 

4 

4 

Expertise 

Protected  Land 

2 

5 

5 

Ministry  of 

Planning  and  administration 
Major  users 

4 

2 

2 

Agriculture 

Control 

2 

4 

4 

Expertise 

Wildlife  and  plants 

2 

4 

4 

Minzdrav 

Planning  and  administration 

4 

2 

2 

Major  users 

— 

3 

3 

Control 

2 

4 

4 

Expertise 

Human  environment 

2 

4 

4 

Gosstroi  and 

Planning  and  administration 

4 

0 

0 

Committee  for 

Major  users 

— 

— 

— 

Industrial  and 
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Table  2.2  ( Continued ) 

Branch  ministries 

State 

and  organizations 

Environmental  and 

committee 

Total  of  which 

management  area 

( /V  =  7) 

(N=  29)  Un.  Rep. 

Lead  agency 

Control 

3 

3  3 

Mining  Work 

Expertise 

3 

6  3 

Safety 

Source:  Derived  from  the  cpsu  Central  Committee  and  Presidium  of  the  USSR  Council  of 
Ministers  Joint  Resolutions  of  December  29,  1972,  and  December  1978. 

Note:  The  ministries  and  agencies  included  in  the  count  are  those  specifically  mentioned  or 
otherwise  inferred  in  the  resolutions  as  having  responsibilities  in  the  environmental  and  man¬ 
agement  areas  listed.  The  count  does  not  include  all  possible  ministries  and  agencies  for  each 
category.  N  =  the  total  number  of  organs  indicated  in  the  resolutions.  The  row  numbers  =  the 
number  of  organs  delegated  jurisdiction  in  that  particular  area. 


distribution.  Local  government  has  greater  responsibility  for  the  control 
and  production  functions  of  implementation 12  and  is  primarily  responsible 
for  environmental  enforcement.  But  local  government  has  no  real  powers  / 
in  the  area  of  funding  or  acquisition  of  other  resources,  or  in  environmen¬ 
tal  planning  and  organization.  The  localities  are  thus  severely  limited 
in  their  ability  to  enforce  compliance  or  assure  implementation  of  policy  ^ 
by  local  polluters  who  are  likely  to  be  subordinates  of  a  central  branch 
ministry. 

Despite  these  restrictions,  the  control  function  offers  local  officials  some 
opportunities  for  input.  Kramer  found  that  by  comparison  with  delegates 
to  higher  level  soviets,  the  delegates  to  the  municipal  and  district  soviets 
were  the  most  visible  in  registering  complaints  about  the  lack  of  industrial 
compliance  with  environmental  regulations.13  The  centralized  organization 
of  industrial  management  means  that  local  factory  compliance  can  only 
be  secured  through  recourse  to  the  branch  ministry  headquarters  for  the 
appropriate  resources  and  organization.  Feedback  on  the  implementation 
of  environmental  controls  is  thus  contained  within  the  local  area  unless 
political  circumstances  or  national  disaster  brings  a  problem  to  national 
attention.  Exposure  in  the  national  media  is  one  input  strategy  available  to 
local  authorities  trying  to  counterbalance  the  economic  clout  of  the  local 
industrial  polluter. 
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Nongovernmental  agents  (outsiders)  have  no  direct  access  to  environ¬ 
mental  policymaking  at  any  level.  However,  limitation  of  access  does  not 
infer  total  denial  of  input.  The  outsiders  have  indirect  means  to  exert  in¬ 
fluence.  The  average  citizen  is  denied  access  at  all  but  the  local  level.  But 
he  has  the  right  to  take  his  complaints  to  his  delegate  in  the  local  soviet  or 
write  in  demands  (nakazy)  at  election  time  to  which  the  soviet  eventually 
must  respond.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  Brezhnev  era,  official  data  have 
recorded,  probably  somewhat  optimistically,  improvement  in  the  deputies’ 
responsiveness  to  their  constituents,  and  in  their  performance  in  reporting 
back  to  electors  and  fulfilling  the  electors’  mandates.  Many  of  these  man¬ 
dates  have  to  do  with  environmental  issues.14  They  do  not  necessarily  re¬ 
flect  specific  demands  on  the  part  of  individuals  but  rather  composites  of 
categories  of  demands  put  forward  at  election  meetings  between  candidates 
and  the  public.  Analysis  of  the  types  of  mandates  provides  an  indication 
of  what  concerns  command  public  attention  at  any  given  time  and  the 
strength  of  the  informal  “citizen  lobbies”  whose  mandates  are  sent  forward. 
The  author’s  interviews  suggest  that  Soviet  citizens  can  become  as  aroused 
as  their  American  counterparts  when  new  construction  threatens  commu¬ 
nity  landmarks,  or  traffic  or  construction  noise  levels  become  intolerable. 
If  citizens  fail  to  receive  satisfaction  from  the  local  authorities,  they  may 
carry  their  complaints  all  the  way  to  the  top  by  writing  a  letter  to  the  cpsu 
Central  Committee  at  the  convening  of  an  all-union  party  congress,  when 
every  citizen  has  a  right  to  petition  the  party  leadership  for  redress  of 
grievances.  Since  these  petitions  are  not  published,  there  is  no  way  to  know 
whether  environmental  complaints  are  among  them.  Like  local  govern¬ 
ment  officials,  citizens  may  exert  particular  influence  beyond  the  local 
level,  where  the  object  of  citizen  concern  is  a  major  environmental  target, 
such  as  Lake  Sevan,  or  water  pollution  in  Alma-Ata. 

Citizens  have  a  greater  role  in  implementing  environmental  policy 
through  the  legal  delegation  of  control  functions  to  locally  organized 
groups.  However,  it  must  be  stressed  that  mass  participation  is  organized 
from  above  and  is  not  spontaneous  grass-roots  activity.  Citizen  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  provision  of  monitoring  and  control  services  is  written  into  the 
annual  and  five-year  plans  of  the  organizations  that  recruit  citizen  volun¬ 
teers.  Within  these  constraints,  citizen  environmental  activists  have  a  mar¬ 
gin  of  liberty  that  they  may  exploit  depending  on  the  sensitivity  of  local 
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officials  to  environmental  problems  and  the  militancy  of  the  environmental 
organization’s  leadership. 

Access  to  environmental  policymaking  by  nongovernmental  actors  at 
the  republican  and  federal  levels  is  primarily  the  prerogative  of  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  specialists.  Perhaps  one  of  the  most  fascinating  developments 
in  the  environmental  area  in  the  Soviet  Union  has  been  relatively  open 
access  of  environmental  experts  to  the  mass  media,  given  the  reality  of 
censorship  and  particularly  the  censorship  of  all  information  involving 
public  health.  In  the  past  ten  years,  publications  on  the  environment  have 
proliferated  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Bookstores  in  the  large  Soviet  cities  fre¬ 
quented  by  tourists  will  almost  always  have  a  few  environmental  publica¬ 
tions  on  hand.  It  is  becoming  increasingly  rare  to  pick  up  a  popular  Soviet 
journal  and  not  find  some  reference  to  an  environmental  issue. 

Several  reasons  may  be  advanced  for  the  increased  media  coverage. 
Kramer  suggests  that  the  complexity  of  environmental  problems  has  con¬ 
tributed  to  indecision  among  the  leadership  on  how  to  deal  with  them.15 
Another  may  be  that  it  is  politically  acceptable  to  promote  the  environ¬ 
ment,  and  experts  find  a  welcome  response  in  the  media  for  environmental 
topics.  Finally,  the  material  is  published  in  such  a  wide  variety  of  media 
throughout  the  fifteen  union  republics  that  the  quantity  and  dispersal  of 
information  may  make  it  difficult  for  the  censor  to  impose  a  uniform  code 
of  conduct.  Whatever  the  reasons,  experts  help  set  the  environmental 
agenda  by  the  issues  they  discuss  in  the  mass  media.  Through  their  infor¬ 
mational  and  educational  roles,  the  experts  also  influence  public  attitudes. 
They  are  featured  speakers  on  television  programs  dedicated  to  natural 
science  or  environmental  issues.  They  counsel  student  environmental 
groups,  lead  public  seminars,  and  head  the  local  chapters  of  the  republican 
nature  protection  associations. 

Finally,  experts  influence  “insider”  policy  through  their  official  expert 
status.  This  status  is  designated  by  the  central  government  to  institutes 
attached  to  the  branch  ministries,  environmental  agencies,  and  the  pres¬ 
tigious  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  first  two  of  these  are  responsible 
for  applied  expertise,  the  last,  for  “pure”  scientific  research.  Whenever  an 
opinion  is  required  by  law,  the  officially  designated  “expert”  institute  is 
obliged  to  furnish  it.  The  opportunity  in  this  situation  to  perform  the  dual 
function  of  expert  and  environmental  lobbyist  is  obvious.  The  official 
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designation  of  “expert”  is  unique  to  Soviet-type  political  systems  and  is 
perhaps  the  single  most  important  factor  in  the  emergence  of  a  proenvi- 
ronmental  lobby  based  in  the  scientific  institutes  engaged  in  environmental 
research. 

Expert  influence  extends  from  the  local  level  through  the  branch  minis¬ 
tries  and  the  republican  administrations  to  the  all-union  level,  where  ex¬ 
perts  routinely  give  advice  on  pending  legislation  and  are  prominent  in 
determining  the  shape  of  environmental  rules  and  regulations.  Research  in 
the  United  States  has  shown  that  legislatures  tend  to  rank  environmental 
issues  first  among  the  scientific  and  technological  components  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  at  hand.16  In  every  country,  technological  progress  presents  increasing 
opportunities  for  expert  contributions  to  the  policy  process  because  of  the 
uncertainty  inherent  in  the  application  of  technology.17  The  Soviet  Union 
is  no  exception.  As  a  consequence,  experts  there  as  elsewhere  have  ac¬ 
quired  a  limited  power  of  their  own  to  shape  environmental  policy. 

In  summary,  centralized  pluralism  in  the  context  of  Soviet  environmen¬ 
tal  policy  denotes  a  politicoeconomic  system  that  focuses  on  input  from  a 
large  number  of  highly  dispersed  and  semiautonomous  institutions  at  the 
top  of  the  administrative  ladder  but  does  not  exclude  limited  input  from 
nongovernmental  institutions  and  actors.  Such  a  top-heavy  multilegged 
figure  may  best  be  visualized  as  a  centipede.  The  horizontal  interaction 
between  the  semiautonomous  government  organs  at  the  national  level  (and 
to  a  minimal  degree  between  citizens  and  their  government  at  the  local 
level)  is  intersected  by  the  vertical  interplay  between  the  various  levels  of 
the  branch  and  environmental  agencies,  supported  by  expert  advice. 


Self- Management 

In  Yugoslavia,  self-management  has  produced  a  less  centralized  and  less 
rigidily  structured  politicoeconomic  system.  Djilas’s  exposure  of  “the  new 
class”  came  at  a  time  when  Tito  was  locked  in  a  struggle  for  survival  with 
Stalin.  The  need  to  insist  on  a  separate  Yugoslav  identity  directed  domestic 
criticism  at  the  centralization  of  state  power  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
danger  of  the  state’s  becoming  a  power  over  and  above  the  rest  of  society.18 
The  1958  Program  of  the  League  of  Communists  of  Yugoslavia  (lcy)19 
spelled  out  the  principles  of  self-management.  During  the  1960s,  experi- 
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mentation  with  decentralization  affected  every  aspect  of  social  life,  includ¬ 
ing  the  government  administration  and  party  organization.  The  Croatian 
events  of  1971  brought  party  indiscipline  to  an  end  with  Tito’s  reassertion 
of  the  principle  of  “democratic  centralism”  and  party  unity.20  The  1974 
Constitution  represents  Tito’s  solution  to  national  diversity  by  providing 
for  a  virtual  confederation  of  the  country’s  six  national  republics  and  two 
autonomous  provinces  (Chapter  1,  Part  3)  and  the  primacy  of  the  lcy  as 
“the  leading  ideological  and  political  force  of  the  working  class”  and  “the 
exponent  of  political  activity”  (Section  8,  Basic  Principles).  The  constitu¬ 
tion  gives  self-management  its  present  legal  form,21  which  is  described  in 
detail  in  the  1976  Law  on  Associated  Labor.22 

Under  self-management,  social  ownership  changes  its  character  slightly 
from  the  state  ownership  of  the  Soviet  Union.  Article  10  of  the  1974  Con¬ 
stitution  states  that  the  basis  of  the  Yugoslav  economic  system  is  the  so¬ 
cially  owned  means  of  production  and  self-management.  Article  12  pro¬ 
hibits  anyone  from  acquiring  the  right  of  ownership  over  social  resources, 
including  natural  resources.  No  ownership  right  is  permitted  in  urban 
areas.  However,  farmers  are  guaranteed  the  right  to  own  arable  land  up  to 
ten  hectares  per  household  and  more  in  marginal  hilly  and  wooded  areas. 
Other  citizens  may  also  own  agricultural  land  under  certain  specified  con¬ 
ditions,  which  include  private  or  vacation  homes. 

With  the  exception  of  land,  all  natural  resources  are  under  social  owner¬ 
ship  in  the  Soviet  meaning  of  the  term  of  state  ownership.  Self-management 
organizations  may  acquire  the  right  to  exploit  them,  but  they  cannot  be 
owned  by  either  a  private  or  public  agent.  Similarly,  business  enterprises, 
known  as  basic  associations  of  labor  (oour),  may  be  owned  by  the  workers 
in  that  enterprise,  but  the  land  on  which  the  enterprise  stands  is  publicly 
owned  by  the  state.23  Social  ownership  in  the  Yugoslav  context  thus  pro¬ 
duces  the  same  relationship  between  resource  exploiter  and  resource  user 
as  in  the  Soviet  Union  or  on  American  public  lands. 

State  control  of  private  land  in  Yugoslavia  by  definition  is  indirect.  In 
1978,  84  percent  of  the  country’s  arable  land  belonged  to  private  farmers 
and  yielded  around  68  percent  of  its  total  agricultural  value.  By  contrast, 
the  socialized  sector  produced  about  32  percent  of  the  total  value.24  In 
1976,  agricultural  land  made  up  56  percent  of  the  total  territory  of  the 
Republic,  over  four-fifths  of  which  was  managed  by  a  decreasing  and  aging 
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agricultural  population.25  Many  farms  were  left  without  heirs  as  young 
people  flocked  to  the  cities  in  one  of  the  most  rapid  postwar  urban  migra¬ 
tions  in  the  world.26  In  1948,  the  peasants  constituted  67.2  percent  of  the 
total  population;  in  1978,  only  38  percent.  By  contrast,  the  urban  popula¬ 
tion  had  increased  from  around  20  percent  in  1948  to  over  40  percent  in 
1 97 1. 27  The  result  has  been  not  only  the  abandonment  of  farms  and  a 
steady  decrease  in  the  amount  of  land  under  cultivation,  but  an  increase  in 
erosion  to  such  proportions  that  in  1978,  54  percent  of  the  land  area  of  the 
country  was  designated  as  moderately  to  severely  eroded.28 

Since  the  state  cannot  intervene  directly  in  the  exploitation  of  private 
land,  remedies  for  the  environmental  degradation  of  agricultural  land  have 
been  selective  and  unevenly  imposed.  To  date,  there  has  been  no  adoption 
of  a  national  land-use  or  agricultural  policy.  With  varying  degrees  of  suc¬ 
cess,  towns  and  republics  have  tried  to  pass  their  own  urban  and  agricul¬ 
tural  land-use  regulations  to  deal  with  rapidly  deteriorating  local  land 
conditions.  The  situation  has  become  so  critical  that  in  its  December  1984 
proposals  to  the  Federal  Skupstina  (legislative  assembly)  for  action  in 
1985,  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  En¬ 
vironment  recommended  the  development  of  a  federal  law  on  the  use  and 
transfer  of  agricultural  land.29 

State  control  of  the  rest  of  Yugoslavia’s  natural  resources  is  rooted  firmly 
in  the  self-management  principle.  The  system  is  confusing  to  the  outside 
observer  and  surprisingly  difficult  for  Yugoslavs  to  explain,  although  its 
operation  is  apparently  clear  to  those  who  are  part  of  it.  The  system  com¬ 
prises  four  administrative  levels;  the  basic  level,  the  commune  level,  the 
republic  level,  and  the  federal  level.  At  the  basic  level  are  the  organiza¬ 
tions  of  associated  labor  (factory  subsections  or  agricultural  units  in  the 
socialized  sector)  and  the  basic  local  government  community,  such  as  a 
city  district  or  a  village.  At  the  commune  level  are  the  communes  or  opstini; 
the  work  organization  or  local  plant;  that  distinctly  Yugoslav  creation,  the 
self-managing  community  of  interest  (siz);  and  the  primary  units  of  the 
sociopolitical  organizations  grouped  under  the  Socialist  Alliance  with  the 
League  of  Communists  of  Yugoslavia  (lcy)  at  its  head.  At  the  republican 
level  are  the  republican  government,  the  republican  conferences  of  the 
siz,  and  the  sociopolitical  organizations.  At  the  national  level  are  the 
federal  government  of  Yugoslavia,  the  federal  conferences  of  the  siz,  and 
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the  sociopolitical  organizations.  Industry  is  less  structured  and  tends  to 
be  organized  territorially  by  opstina  and  republic.  Although  encouraged 
by  the  constitution,  there  are  few  industrial  “associations”  at  the  regional 
level,  and  those  that  do  exist  are  relatively  ineffectual  because  of  the  volun¬ 
tarism  inherent  in  the  self-management  principle.  All  industry,  however,  is 
grouped  by  branch  under  a  republican  and  then  a  federal  economic  cham¬ 
ber.  These  initiate  and  participate  in  branch  economic  planning  and  pro¬ 
mote  and  coordinate  interbranch  cooperation  between  the  republics  and 
with  other  nations.30 

The  former  president  of  the  Federal  Skupstina,  Mjalko  Todorovic,  has 
characterized  self-management  as  a  system  where  “dependence  on  the  state 
budget  and  administration  is  eliminated,  and  relations  governed  by  market 
laws  are  transcended  where  these  laws  have  acted  in  a  distorted  way.”31 
In  theory  and  to  a  large  extent  in  practice,  every  enterprise,  academic 
or  research  organization,  and  local  government  unit  is  a  self-supporting 
autonomous  entity.  One  well-known  problem  associated  with  the  pay-as- 
you-go  principle  has  been  that  richer  republics  and  localities  have  been 
able  to  provide  better  services  and  benefits,  including  environmental  pro¬ 
tection,  than  poorer  republics.  Self-management  has  had  particular  diffi¬ 
culty  in  easing  perennial  regional  disparities  in  economic  development 
because  of  the  built-in  preference  for  each  locality  to  service  its  population 
rather  than  send  money  away. 

The  self-management  principle  is  equally  operative  in  Yugoslavia’s  na¬ 
ture  protection  system.  The  country  boasts  seven  areas  under  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  United  Nations  Man  and  the  Biosphere  Program  (mab).  Each 
of  these  areas  is  required  to  be  self-managing,  with  the  result  that  only  one 
has  been  able  to  maintain  a  permanent  administration:  Plitvice  Lakes 
National  Park.  To  achieve  its  environmental  goals,  the  park  must  fund 
its  program  almost  entirely  from  tourist  revenues.  There  is  little  money 
coming  from  the  federal  government  and  only  a  small  amount  from  the 
international  community.32  An  analogous  situation  in  the  United  States 
would  be  if  the  Yellowstone  National  Park  Administration  were  required 
to  generate  the  financial  resources  needed  to  conduct  research,  manage  the 
wildlife,  preserve  the  flora,  and  develop  and  maintain  recreational  facilities 
from  the  proceeds  taken  in  from  the  annual  visitors  to  the  park. 

The  autonomy  of  each  self-managing  organization  requires  formal  agree- 
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merits,  called  “compacts,”  between  organizations  if  there  is  to  be  coopera¬ 
tion  on  a  joint  project.  The  local,  republican,  or  federal  governments 
cannot  force  cooperation  or  collaboration.  Agreement  is  and  must  be 
voluntary.  The  process  is  thus  a  delicate  one,  necessitating  large  amounts 
of  time  to  reach  consensus.  For  example,  one  of  the  rivers  the  Yugoslav 
Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment 
would  like  to  see  preserved  as  a  “wild  river”  (the  term  is  analogous  in 
meaning  to  the  one  used  in  the  United  States)  is  the  Una  River,  which 
traverses  the  republics  of  Croatia  and  Bosnia-Herzegovina.33  An  inter¬ 
republican  environmental  protection  siz  has  been  formed  through  an  in¬ 
terrepublican  compact,  but  for  the  whole  river  to  be  protected,  every  com¬ 
munity  along  its  banks  has  to  agree  to  the  proposal.  Agreement  entails 
spelling  out  what  each  commune  must  contribute  financially  in  goods  and 
services  to  ensure  the  protection  of  the  river  and  the  composition  and  com¬ 
petencies  of  the  administration  to  be  responsible.  The  agreement  also  de¬ 
fines  what  each  community  will  get  out  of  the  compact  in  terms  of  tourism 
and  other  benefits.  Since  the  compact  would  severely  restrict  industrial 
development,  commune  leaders  are  naturally  concerned  lest  turning  the 
entire  length  of  the  river  into  a  protected  area  might  adversely  affect  their 
communities  economically  and  result  in  lower  living  standards.  Discus¬ 
sions  have  been  in  progress  for  several  years.  Since  neither  the  republican 
government  nor  Belgrade  can  bring  pressure  to  bear  or  offer  significant 
financial  assistance,  the  process  of  agreement  may  stretch  on  indefinitely 
before  the  commune  representatives  are  convinced  that  the  compact  will 
be  in  their  localities’  best  interests. 

A  second  feature  unique  to  Yugoslavia  and  a  product  of  the  self¬ 
management  system  is  the  siz.  These  function  in  areas  of  human  activity 
outside  material  production.  They  are  best  understood  as  the  providers  of 
Yugoslavia’s  social  benefits,  where  there  is  a  public  welfare  service  to  be 
furnished  and  consumers  to  use  it.  The  siz  are  the  only  institutions  not 
required  to  be  self-supporting  and  are  maintained  by  public  funds.  No 
factory  or  farm  can  be  a  siz.  The  1974  Constitution  does  not  limit  the 
kinds  of  siz  that  may  be  organized,  but  four  types  are  mandated:  edu¬ 
cation,  science,  culture,  and  health  and  social  welfare.  The  constitution 
recommends  that  other  siz  be  established  in  areas  where  “their  activities 
are  indispensable,”  such  as  pensions,  disability,  communal  activities,  power 
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production,  water  management,  transport,  and  communications  (Articles 
52-55).  The  base  of  siz  operations  is  at  the  opstina  level  of  administration. 
The  siz  are  funded  through  “contributions”  or,  as  some  Yugoslavs  bluntly 
call  them,  taxes  taken  out  of  paychecks  and  enterprise  earnings.  At  regular 
intervals,  there  is  discussion  on  the  cost  of  running  local  educational  pro¬ 
grams,  scientific  research,  cultural  events,  and  health  and  social  care.  The 
law  specifies  the  minimum  amount  that  the  opstini  must  pay  to  each  of  the 
mandated  siz,  but  they  may  vote  additional  amounts  or  establish  other  siz 
through  a  referendum.  Opstini  have  tended  to  vote  for  the  organization  of 
nonmandated  siz  in  the  public  service  areas  of  water  management,  power 
production,  and  transport  and  communications. 

Under  the  siz  system,  the  provision  of  social  services  falls  almost  entirely 
upon  the  wage  earner  in  his  local  community.  In  theory,  the  system  lets  the 
worker  decide  about  his  health  care,  community  transport,  education,  and 
water  and  power  production.  In  practice,  the  size  of  the  budget  for  these 
services  is  fixed  by  law.  siz  employees  are  professionals  in  their  fields. 
Limited  financial  and  programmatic  decisions  are  made  in  the  local  siz 
assembly,  which  is  composed  of  delegates  elected  from  the  service  pro¬ 
viders’  and  service  users’  organizations.34  siz  are  organized  hierarchically 
from  the  opstina  to  the  republican  level.  Delegates  to  the  republican  assem¬ 
bly  are  elected  by  the  opstina  assembly,  with  their  number  determined  by 
the  size  of  the  opstina.  An  executive  council  conducts  the  day-to-day  work 
of  the  siz  at  each  level.  The  four  siz  mandated  by  the  constitution  and  the 
siz  for  water  management  also  have  a  federal  assembly  to  which  delegates 
from  the  republican  assembly  are  elected.  The  main  thrust  of  siz  influence 
is  thus  at  the  republican  level. 

Only  those  social  activities  that  are  included  in  a  siz  program  receive 
permanent  minimum  funding.  They  are  assured  a  certain  future,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  opstina’s  financial  capabilities,  because  the  federal  law  provides 
for  a  transfer  of  funds  from  the  wealthy  republics  to  backward  republics 
where  wages  and  enterprise  earnings  may  not  be  sufficient  to  cover  social 
welfare  activities.  Those  organizations  and  services  not  funded  through  a 
siz  must  be  self-managing.  Up  to  1976,  research  and  scientific  institutes, 
like  virtually  all  other  organizations,  received  their  funding  from  the  federal 
government.  With  the  passage  of  the  self-management  law  in  1976,  the 
majority  have  had  to  reshape  their  research  programs  in  such  a  way  as  to 
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be  able  to  finance  salaries  and  other  operational  costs  as  well  as  capital 
investment  from  revenue.  As  might  be  expected,  the  change  in  funding 
has  put  a  strain  on  research  organizations,  particularly  those  engaged  in 
scientific  areas  not  directly  related  to  economic  development.  Some  small 
funds  are  available  from  the  science  siz,  and  there  is  sharp  competition 
among  institutes  for  partial  support  from  that  source. 

Environmental  protection  does  not  fall  under  any  siz,  and  so  far,  only 
one  environmental  protection  siz  has  been  created,  the  siz  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  Una  River  mentioned  above.  As  a  consequence,  environmental 
control  is  not  assured  any  permanent  financing  or  permanent  coordinated 
administrative  structure.  Contrary  to  the  Soviet  Union,  the  commune  is 
primarily  responsible  for  implementation  (resource  acquisition,  planning 
and  organization,  and  provision  of  services)  as  well  as  enforcement,  and 
must  weigh  carefully  environmental  protection  needs  against  other  com¬ 
munity  priorities. 

A  third  uniquely  Yugoslav  institution  that  deserves  mention  is  the  socio¬ 
political  organization.  The  constitution  defines  these  as  political  associa¬ 
tions  “organized  on  a  programmatic  socialistically-oriented  platform.”35 
First  and  foremost  among  the  sociopolitical  institutions  is  the  lcy.  The 
largest  organization  is  the  Socialist  Alliance  of  the  Working  People  of 
Yugoslavia.  Organized  under  the  alliance  but  separate  from  it  are  the  other 
mass  organizations:  the  Trade  Union  Federation,  the  Veterans  Association, 
the  League  of  Socialist  Youth,  the  women’s  organization,  and  all  permitted 
professional  and  other  interest  associations,  including  environmental  asso¬ 
ciations  such  as  the  clean  air  and  water  associations.  As  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  there  are  no  autonomous  interest  groups,  and  only  those  organiza¬ 
tions  permitted  to  operate  may  do  so.  In  keeping  with  the  essentially  con¬ 
federal  character  of  the  Yugoslav  system,  the  organizational  focus  is  on  the 
republican  units.  Local  members  are  elected  from  delegations  to  the  com¬ 
mune  assembly.  As  with  the  siz,  delegates  to  the  republican  assemblies  are 
elected  by  the  commune  assembly.  Except  for  the  centralized  lcy,  the 
republican  units  are  charged  with  making  agreements  with  one  another  for 
a  federal  program.  The  federal  offices  of  the  major  sociopolitical  organiza¬ 
tions  are  located  in  the  lcy  building  in  Belgrade,  a  symbolic  confirmation 
of  their  dependency  upon  party  authority. 

A  fourth  and  final  institutional  arrangement  unique  to  Yugoslavia  is  the 
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delegate  system.  Workers  organized  in  the  self-managed  factories,  basic 
government  units,  and  sociopolitical  organizations  elect  delegations  from 
which  are  elected  delegates  to  sit  in  the  three  chambers  of  the  opstini 
assemblies:  the  chamber  of  associated  work  (which  is  composed  of  dele¬ 
gates  from  the  work  organizations);  the  chamber  of  local  communities 
(composed  of  delegates  from  the  local  communities);  and  the  sociopolitical 
chamber  (composed  of  delegates  from  the  delegations  of  the  primary  socio¬ 
political  organizations).  Each  chamber  is  balanced  in  terms  of  the  primary 
units  represented  and  social  composition.  Together,  the  three  chambers 
constitute  the  opstini  assemblies.  The  chambers  in  turn  elect  delegates  to 
their  corresponding  organs  in  the  republican  assemblies.  The  opstina  and 
republican  assemblies  sitting  as  a  whole  elect  their  respective  executive 
councils. 

Under  the  1974  Constitution,  the  self-managing  associations  of  labor, 
the  siz,  and  the  sociopolitical  associations  are  given  representation  in  the 
Federal  Chamber  of  the  national  legislature.  The  chamber  is  composed  of 
thirty  delegates  of  these  organizations  from  each  republic  and  twenty  dele¬ 
gates  from  the  same  institutions  from  each  autonomous  province  (Article 
291).  The  second  chamber,  the  Chamber  of  Republics  and  Provinces,  is 
composed  of  twelve  delegates  from  each  republican  assembly  and  eight 
from  each  provincial  assembly.  There  is  no  direct  election  of  delegates.  All 
are  elected  by  the  lower  legislative  units  from  the  pool  of  delegates  con¬ 
tained  in  the  delegations  at  the  basic  level.  The  Yugoslav  delegate  legisla¬ 
tive  system  is  given  in  figure  2.2. 

Yugoslav  textbooks  make  much  of  the  distinctive  democratic  features 
of  the  delegate  system,36  but  Yugoslavs  admit  the  system  is  not  working. 
Delegates  are  “passive,”  responding  to  “bureaucratic  pressures”37  because 
they  are  selected  and  approved  by  the  Socialist  Alliance  with  the  lcy  at  its 
head.  Their  constituency  is  narrow  at  best  and  dubious  at  worst.  Manage¬ 
ment  cannot  be  elected,  and,  as  Granick  has  shown,  management  prefers 
to  bypass  or  ritualize  the  self-management  process  to  avoid  the  lengthy 
round  of  discussions  and  meetings  it  entails.38  Real  decisionmaking  thus 
does  not  take  place  within  the  self-management  system,  but  is  imposed 
upon  the  system  from  without  by  the  organized  economic  and,  more  par¬ 
ticularly,  the  national  political  bureaucracies.  Given  the  broad  jurisdiction 
accorded  the  republican  governments  in  the  1974  Constitution,  the  system 
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Figure  2.2  Delegate  Legislative  System  of  Yugoslavia 


Source:  Velimir  Zekoric.  Socijalisticko  samoupravljanje ,  2ded.  (Belgrade:  Institute  for  Textbooks 
and  Instructional  Aids,  1978). 
a  Basic  Organization  of  Associated  Work. 
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reinforces  republican  power,  focusing  decisionmaking  at  the  republican 
level  and  distorting  the  influence  of  republican  positions  on  social  and 
economic  issues. 

Self-management  places  the  federal  government  in  a  particularly  vul¬ 
nerable  position.  On  the  financial  level,  the  budget  for  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment  is  not  derived  directly  from  the  economy  as  a  tax  but  comes  from 
revenues  from  tariff's  or  from  contributions  from  the  republics.  There  is  an 
annual  discussion  of  the  size  of  federal  expenditures  and  the  amount  re¬ 
quired  from  each  republic  to  meet  them.  Republican  contributions  to  the 
federal  government  are  based  on  the  economic  output  of  the  republic  and 
derived  from  republican  levies  on  the  republic’s  economic  sector.  Since  the 
republican  budget  must  also  be  financed  from  the  same  source,  the  poten¬ 
tial  for  interrepublican  conflict  is  endemic.  In  short,  the  system  may  be 
viewed  as  a  hydra,  whose  many  heads  vie  with  each  other  for  funds  in  the 
interests  of  their  own  republican  bureaucratic  constituencies. 

Legally,  the  Yugoslav  federal  government  has  few  powers  in  the  area  of 
environmental  regulation.  It  cannot  set  standards.  There  are  no  federal 
environmental  agencies  with  the  comparable  authority  and  autonomy  of 
the  Soviet  organs.  With  its  limited  budget,  the  federal  government  can  pro¬ 
vide  little  funding  for  environmental  projects.  Its  principal  areas  of  juris¬ 
diction  are  the  regulation  of  interrepublican  matters,  such  as  water,  and 
international  agreements.  Attached  to  the  Federal  Executive  Council  is  the 
Federal  Council  on  the  Human  Environment  and  Territorial  Management. 
This  council  is  advisory  and  educative  only.  It  informs  the  government 
on  environmental  conditions  and  coordinates  joint  actions  between  the 
republics,  particularly  in  environmental  planning.  Despite  its  jurisdictional 
limitations,  the  council  represents  one  of  the  federal  government’s  main 
strengths  in  the  environmental  area. 

Federal  and  republican  organs  of  the  sociopolitical  organizations  also 
play  important  initiating  and  coordinating  roles.  The  coordinating  socio¬ 
political  environmental  organ  is  the  Yugoslav  Council  for  the  Protection 
and  Improvement  of  the  Environment.  It  has  no  permanent  membership 
and  its  main  task  is  to  promote  public  environmental  awareness  through 
the  simultaneous  organization  in  all  of  the  republics  of  special  education 
programs  and  mass  akcije,  or  campaigns.  The  specialized  environmental 
associations  in  the  Socialist  Alliance  are  for  scientists,  engineers,  and  other 
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professionals  only,  and  membership  is  not  open  to  the  general  public.  Their 
main  purpose  is  to  advise  the  government  on  policy  relating  to  the  associa¬ 
tion’s  main  concerns  (air,  water,  solid  wastes).  To  a  limited  extent,  they 
engage  in  lobbying  activities  not  unlike  those  of  Western  environmental 
groups.  One  of  the  most  active  nonenvironmental  sociopolitical  organiza¬ 
tions  in  the  environmental  area  is  the  Permanent  Conference  of  Towns 
and  Opstini  of  Yugoslavia.  Its  principal  function  is  to  elaborate  the  general 
direction  of  development  for  its  three  hundred  members  and,  with  the 
assistance  of  the  executive  board,  to  turn  these  plans  into  concrete  projects. 
A  permanent  committee  on  environmental  protection  is  attached  to  the 
conference.  In  the  flux  of  self-management,  it  is  probably  the  coordinating 
role  that  offers  actors  at  the  federal  level  the  greatest  opportunity  for  maxi¬ 
mizing  the  federal  government’s  position  in  environmental  regulation. 

There  is  little  hierarchical  relationship  between  the  different  levels  of 
Yugoslav  government.  The  main  tasks  of  environmental  administration, 
inventory  of  pollution  sources,  and  control  and  monitoring,  fall  on  the 
opstina  assemblies.  The  opstina  may  be  aided  in  its  efforts  by  the  republi¬ 
can  environmental  protection  committee,  but  like  its  federal  counterpart, 
the  republican  committee  plays  only  an  advisory  role.  The  larger  and 
wealthier  communes  have  more  resources  to  hire  professionals  to  perform 
the  necessary  functions,  while  environmental  protection  perforce  suffers  in 
the  poorer  districts.  Another  indicator  of  an  opstina’s  willingness  to  pro¬ 
mote  environmental  protection  is  the  degree  of  self-management  practiced. 
In  some  communes,  citizens  are  involved  a  great  deal  in  self-management 
activities;  in  others,  very  little.  James  Seroka  found  wide  differences  be¬ 
tween  localities  in  the  Republic  of  Serbia  in  the  extent  to  which  the  self¬ 
management  principle  had  been  implemented.  The  legislative  assemblies  in 
those  communes  that  had  developed  a  greater  degree  of  self-management 
tended  to  be  more  involved  in  deciding  policy  issues  than  those  where  self¬ 
management  was  still  primarily  an  ideal.39  Thus,  one  might  expect  to  find 
a  higher  incidence  of  activity  with  regard  to  environmental  issues  in  those 
communes  w  here  self-management  had  become  anchored  in  institutional 
practices. 

The  purpose  of  self-management  was  to  abolish  the  growth  of  state 
power  through  the  decentralization  of  authority  and  the  dismantling  of 
state  bureaucracies.  However,  the  elimination  of  centralized  bureaucratic 
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power  may  be  more  symbolic  than  real.  Self-management  requires  the 
election  of  managers  and  administrative  personnel  in  all  Yugoslav  orga¬ 
nizations.  Workers  sit  on  factory  workers’  councils  and  janitors  participate 
with  scientists  and  researchers  on  managerial  boards  of  scientific  institutes. 
Members  of  executive  boards  or  permanent  administrative  staffs  of  orga¬ 
nizations  told  the  author  they  could  not  be  considered  “bureaucrats”  be¬ 
cause  they  were  elected  by  the  workers’  councils.  In  fact,  managers  are 
not  appointed  on  the  basis  of  open  public  competition  but  are  carefully 
screened  by  the  party  authorities  before  their  candidacy  is  presented  to  the 
factory  selection  committee  responsible  for  making  the  recommendation  to 
the  workers’  council  for  appointment  (Article  505  of  the  Law  on  Asso¬ 
ciated  Labor).  Heads  and  general  secretaries  of  the  sociopolitical  organiza¬ 
tions  speak  of  being  “directed”  to  their  positions,  although  they  are  con¬ 
firmed  by  approval  of  the  appropriate  workers’  council.  Administrative 
personnel  hold  office  for  four  years  (Article  512  of  the  Law  on  Associated 
Labor)  and  then  may  be  reappointed  for  another  term.  Reappointment  a 
third  time  is  discouraged,  but  longer  tenures  appear  more  frequent  than 
might  be  expected  under  the  regulations.  The  end  of  service  in  one  ad¬ 
ministrative  position  leads  directly  to  a  new  administrative  appointment. 
If  an  individual  has  done  well,  he  will  be  appointed  to  a  more  challenging 
duznost,  or  post.  If  he  has  done  poorly,  his  next  job  will  be  of  lesser 
importance.  Administrative  personnel  thus  tend  to  rotate  among  the  avail¬ 
able  positions,  especially  those  in  the  sociopolitical  sphere.  Since  no  person 
occupying  a  managerial  position  may  be  elected  to  a  workers’  council  or 
a  factory  delegation,  managers  form  an  administrative  stratum  set  apart 
from  the  rank-and-file  factory  worker.  Although  in  theory  the  law  gives  the 
enterprise  director  wide  discretion,  in  fact  he  is  answerable  horizontally  to 
party  and  government  units.  Too  much  innovation  or  initiative  can  focus 
attention  on  him  and  bring  political  pressure  for  his  removal.  As  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  a  management  position  is  essentially  a  political  position, 
and  industry  must  heed  the  interests  of  the  political  bureaucracy. 

The  principle  of  electing  delegates  to  higher  assemblies  of  the  various 
self-managing  associations  by  those  elected  previously  to  lower  assemblies 
from  a  selected  and  approved  delegation  rules  out  the  spontaneous  election 
of  concerned  individuals  and  rewards  those  with  a  record  of  cooperation 
with  the  organization.  Compliant  delegates  tend  to  cede  to  the  interests 
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of  their  respective  organizational  hierarchies,  further  strengthening  the 
bureaucratic  element.40  Because  there  is  no  direct  election  except  at  the 
workplace  or  in  the  local  sociopolitical  unit,  the  interests  of  the  economic 
and  sociopolitical  organizations  take  precedence  over  the  interests  of  citi¬ 
zens,  who  have  no  formal  means  to  express  their  opinion  except  at  the 
local  level.  The  constitution  guarantees  the  bureaucracies  permanent  rep¬ 
resentation  in  the  government  from  the  local  to  the  federal  level.  At  each 
level,  the  organized  economic,  territorial,  and  political  interests  have  their 
own  legislative  chamber,  whose  deliberations  are  carefully  monitored  by 
the  bureaucracies  the  delegates  represent.  Domination  by  bureaucracy  has 
thus  frustrated  the  devolution  of  power  to  local  units  envisaged  by  the  self¬ 
management  system  by  accentuating  the  localities’  unequal  capability  in 
resource  acquisition  and  organization. 

The  conjunction  of  the  centralizing  bureaucratic  tendency  with  self¬ 
management  occurs  at  the  republican  level,  where  the  interests  of  the 
economic  enterprises,  the  siz,  the  sociopolitical  organizations,  and  local 
government  come  together.  Whereas  in  the  Soviet  Union,  where  centraliza¬ 
tion  at  the  top  has  enhanced  the  position  of  the  functional  branch  minis¬ 
tries  at  the  expense  of  the  territorial  units,  self-management  has  contributed 
to  augmenting  the  power  of  the  regional  territorial  units  (the  republics  and 
provinces)  at  the  same  time  as  it  has  confined  the  enterprises  to  an  essen¬ 
tially  territorial  mode  of  organization.  Industry  tends  to  operate  on  a  re¬ 
publican  basis,  and  interrepublican  expansion  or  association  is  small.  The 
result  is  dispersal  and  diffusion  of  both  territorial  and  economic  interests 
at  the  republican  level.  A  process  of  intrarepublican  accommodation  pro¬ 
duces  common  policy  positions  that  are  transmitted  to  the  federal  level  in 
their  economic  and  social  form  by  the  delegates  to  the  Federal  Chamber, 
and  in  their  national  and  political  form  by  the  delegates  to  the  Chamber  of 
Republics  and  Provinces.  When  the  self-management  system  is  combined 
with  the  principle  of  one-party  rule,  whereby  industrial  management,  the 
siz,  and  the  sociopolitical  organizations  are  dominated  by  Communists,  it 
is  clear  that  self-management  has  failed  to  eliminate  bureaucratic  power. 
On  the  contrary,  the  distinctive  character  taken  by  the  institutionalization 
of  self-management  has  been  a  major  contributor  to  the  continuing  strength 
of  the  bureaucratic  element  in  Yugoslav  society. 

The  bureaucratic  arrangement  of  Yugoslav  society  is  the  determining 
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factor  in  the  access  of  nongovernment  actors  (outsiders)  to  environmental 
policymaking.  In  this  respect,  self-management  appears  to  provide  no 
more  opportunities  than  the  Soviet  system.  There  are  no  official  mass  envi¬ 
ronmental  organizations  at  any  level,  except  the  Gorani  Movement,  which 
is  primarily  for  schoolchildren.  Moreover,  the  delegate  system  described 
above  means  that  a  delegate  at  the  republican  or  federal  level  is  not  re¬ 
sponsible  to  a  mass  constituency  but  to  a  particular  enterprise  association, 
siz,  or  sociopolitical  organization.  What  public  input  into  the  environmen¬ 
tal  policy  process  there  is  occurs  only  at  the  local  level  on  specifically  local 
issues. 

Nevertheless,  self-management  does  enable  and  in  fact  requires  citizens 
to  express  their  opinions  more  freely  than  in  the  Soviet  system.  Citizens 
must  be  consulted  by  referenda  on  issues  involving  additional  taxes  or 
bond  issues.  Citizens  can  and  do  express  their  opinions  on  whether  they 
want  a  particular  industry  or  a  nuclear  power  plant  in  their  town,  and 
through  pressure  they  have  been  able  to  prevent  construction.  Citizens  can 
and  do  complain  about  excessive  pollution,  forcing  a  response  from  local 
officials.  The  opportunities  for  action  on  the  local  level  are  there.  Citizens 
have  difficulty  raising  issues  among  a  wider  public  because  of  the  structure 
of  the  electoral  system,  the  absence  of  an  official  national  or  federal  envi¬ 
ronmental  organization,  and  the  red  tape  inherent  in  obtaining  approval 
for  the  formation  of  any  new  organization.  Mass  participation  at  the  re¬ 
publican  level  is  no  longer  spontaneous  but  mobilized  primarily  through 
the  efforts  of  the  republican  environmental  protection  committees  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  federal  committee  through  the  intermediary  of  the  local 
commune  governments. 

Expert  input  is  also  dependent  upon  the  bureaucratic  structure  of  Yugo¬ 
slav  society.  However,  unlike  the  Soviet  Union,  expert  advice  is  not  dele¬ 
gated  by  law,  but  is  competitive,  won  through  compacts  and  agreements. 
Some  institutes,  such  as  the  Jaroslav  Cerni  Institute  of  Hydrology,  have  a 
national  reputation  in  their  field.  Others  have  primarily  a  local  impact. 
Thus,  some  institutes  are  consulted  more  frequently  and  are  able  to  speak 
with  greater  authority  than  others,  a  phenomenon  common  to  most  coun¬ 
tries.  As  elsewhere,  experts  work  as  consultants  at  all  levels  of  government. 
In  addition,  as  noted  earlier,  experts  have  their  own  specialized  organiza¬ 
tions  where  they  may  indicate  their  positions  on  issues  by  public  confer- 
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ence,  published  statements,  letters,  individual  contacts,  and  other  forms  of 
personal  lobbying,  not  unlike  their  counterparts  in  the  West. 

Finally,  the  bureaucratic  character  of  Yugoslav  self-management  places 
industry  firmly  among  the  governmental  actors.  Yugoslavia  has  followed 
the  Soviet  Union  in  the  formal  institutionalization  of  the  presence  of  indus¬ 
try  in  the  decisionmaking  process.  In  the  USSR,  the  Council  of  Ministers 
at  the  federal  and  republican  levels  is  composed  of  the  heads  of  the  major 
industrial  sectors.  In  Yugoslavia,  industry  participates  in  the  legislative 
process  at  each  level  of  government,  and  at  the  federal  level,  one  chamber  is 
solely  composed  of  industrial  and  social  administration  representatives.  In 
neither  country  are  the  environmental  agencies  party  to  legislations  except 
in  an  advisory  capacity,  although  they  have  an  important  function  in  the 
formulation  of  regulations.  By  contrast,  in  the  Western  democracies  both 
industry  and  the  environmental  agencies  are  excluded  from  direct  partici¬ 
pation  in  decisionmaking.  The  arrangements  for  industry’s  permanent  in¬ 
volvement  in  decisionmaking  in  the  two  communist  states  place  the  newer 
environmental  agencies  together  with  the  proenvironmental  “outsider” 
public  and  scientific  interests  at  a  permanent  structural  disadvantage. 

At  the  risk  of  oversimplification,  the  differences  between  the  structure 
of  environmental  policymaking  and  administration  under  centralized  plu¬ 
ralism  and  self-management  may  be  reduced  to  the  locus  of  political  ac¬ 
tivity.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  political  activity  takes  place  primarily  at  the  top 
of  the  federal  structure;  in  Yugoslavia,  at  the  republican  and  provincial 
levels.  Bureaucratic  organization  formalized  by  self-management  legisla¬ 
tion  to  a  large  degree  mitigates  any  differences  there  might  be  in  the  rela¬ 
tion  of  the  actors  to  the  system  in  terms  of  “insiders”  and  “outsiders.” 
Although  “insiders”  in  Yugoslavia  have  a  far  less  controlled  range  of  ac¬ 
tivity  than  in  the  USSR,  a  similar  bureaucratic  principle  limits  sponta¬ 
neous  expressions  of  public  interest  outside  the  government  and  enhances 
the  role  of  economic  values  in  decisionmaking. 

The  incorporation  of  economic  interests  into  the  state  administration 
assures  that  industry  has  three  of  Crozier’s  four  sources  of  organizational 
power:  ability  to  manipulate  the  external  environment  necessary  to  the 
organization’s  performance,  control  of  information  and  communications, 
and  knowledge  of  the  internal  workings  of  the  organization.  By  contrast, 
citizen  and  expert  environmental  interests  can  command  only  partially 
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two  of  the  four  sources:  in  the  case  of  the  experts,  mastery  of  technical 
expertise,  and  in  both  cases,  ability  to  manipulate  groups  essential  to  the 
organization’s  ongoing  performance.  The  relationship  between  insiders  and 
outsiders  sets  up  an  unequal  game,  requiring  insiders  to  be  coopted  to  the 
environmental  position  for  environmental  values  to  prevail.  The  question 
then  becomes,  what  benefits  accrue  to  the  adoption  of  a  proenvironmental 
stance  where  public  or  scientific  pressure  can  be  only  selectively  exercised 
and  where  neither  is  a  determining  factor  in  maintaining  or  expanding 
organizational  or  personal  power?  The  question  opens  up  a  whole  range  of 
possible  strategies  and  tactics  available  to  the  experts,  which  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  appropriate  chapter. 


The  Two  Systems  and  the  Common  Regulatory  Principle 

The  notion  of  a  common  regulatory  principle,  as  described  in  chapter  I, 
assumes  that  the  practice  of  environmental  regulation  is  essentially  the 
same  in  all  countries  where  such  regulation  is  in  force:  regulation  by 
environmental  area,  national  or  regional  standard-setting,  mandated  tech¬ 
nology,  delegation  of  implementation  authority  to  administrative  agencies, 
the  date-certain  principle  (as  defined  by  the  plan),  etc.  The  impact  of  the 
Soviet  and  Yugoslav  systems  upon  this  common  practice  is  rooted  in  the 
centipede  and  hydra  patterns  of  political  interaction.  Because  industry  is 
part  of  government,  the  antagonism  assumed  between  government  and 
industry  in  the  environmental  area  in  the  United  States  is  not  strictly 
operative.  Rather,  the  political  weight  of  the  economic  interests  encourages 
a  utilitarian  environmental  ideology,  generalized  legislation  without  strong 
enforcement  measures,  unattainable  standards,  and  planning  that  man¬ 
dates  compliance  within  an  unrealistic  time  limit.  The  details  of  regulatory 
practice  vary  from  country  to  country,  within  this  common  framework.  A 
brief  description  of  the  similarities  and  divergences  of  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
environmental  ideology,  regulatory  mechanisms,  and  planning  procedures 
will  demonstrate  the  point. 

Environmental  ideology.  In  both  countries,  the  principal  reason  for  pro¬ 
tecting  the  environment  is  to  secure  man’s  survival  in  future  generations. 
Man  rules  over  the  environment.  It  is  there  for  his  needs.  The  dialectic 


49 


Chapter  Two 


consists  in  the  fact  that  he  can  only  continue  to  take  from  the  environment 
to  the  extent  that  he  preserves  its  capacity  for  regeneration.  “Man-Society- 
Environment”  is  part  of  the  title  of  a  book  on  the  management  of  the 
environment  in  Yugoslavia,  in  which  the  exposition  of  the  man-nature 
dialectic  occupies  a  prominent  place.41  In  the  words  of  a  prominent  Soviet 
jurist,  “The  state’s  fulfillment  of  its  environmental  protection  function  is 
the  management  of  environmental  quality  in  such  a  way  as  to  guarantee 
the  optimal  correlation  of  ecological  and  economic  interests  in  the  process 
of  the  ongoing  development  of  socialist  society.”42 

The  conviction  is  that  essentially  there  is  no  contradiction  between  re¬ 
source  exploitation  and  a  clean,  safe  environment.  One  does  not  have  to 
be  sacrificed  for  the  other.  Man  is  dependent  upon  nature  for  his  continued 
existence,  and  as  man  intrudes,  nature  is  increasingly  dependent  upon 
man  for  her  regeneration.  As  chapter  I  stated,  this  philosophy  is  not  very 
different  from  its  Western  democratic  counterpart.  However,  in  the  West, 
this  view  ranges  on  the  conservative  side  of  the  environmental  spectrum.  A 
more  radical  environmental  position  urges  “nature  for  nature’s  sake.”  This 
view  supports  the  continued  existence  of  the  snail  darter  no  matter  what 
the  cost,  and  it  was  the  major  inspiration  behind  the  U.S.  Wilderness  Law. 
By  contrast,  the  official  purpose  of  nature  reserves  (where  human  visitation 
is  limited  mainly  to  scientific  purposes)  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  that  scien¬ 
tists  may  use  their  unique  ecology  to  understand  more  about  the  man- 
nature  relationship,  which  is  critical  to  human  survival.  Protected  species 
serve  the  same  objective.  Wild  animals  are  to  be  protected  by  the  state  as 
state  property,  subject  to  exploitation  by  man  under  conditions  laid  down 
by  the  state.43  In  Yugoslavia,  the  attitude  may  be  even  more  utilitarian. 
Nature  reserves,  such  as  the  Plitvice  Lakes,  are  not  only  areas  with  a  unique 
ecology;  they  are  also  economic  enterprises  that  must  pay  their  own  way  if 
they  are  to  be  preserved. 

Utilitarianism  was  not  always  at  the  forefront  of  Soviet  environmental 
thinking.  During  the  nep  period  in  the  1920s  the  USSR  in  fact  was  a 
pioneer  in  the  concept  of  protected  areas  ( zapovedniki )  as  unique  ecologi¬ 
cal  communities.  A  leader  in  the  early  Soviet  conservation  movement, 
zoologist  G.  A.  Kozevnikov,  argued  that  all  living  things  were  linked  in  a 
“web  of  life”  that  in  its  natural  state,  unaffected  by  man,  tended  toward 
equilibrium.  Any  intervention  by  man  adversely  affected  this  balance. 
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Hence,  certain  areas  where  the  balance  of  nature  was  still  intact  should  be 
preserved  as  etalony,  or  reference  points,  indicating  “normal”  conditions 
before  man  intervened.  Scientists  could  use  the  etalony  as  standards  by 
which  to  determine  how  much  environmental  degradation  had  occurred  in 
a  despoiled  area,  how  much  further  degradation  it  could  withstand,  and 
how  it  might  be  rehabilitated.44  The  holistic  approach  to  nature  went  out 
with  the  adoption  of  five-year  planning  and  the  emphasis  on  rapid  indus¬ 
trialization  under  Stalin.  The  concept  survives  in  its  more  functional  ver¬ 
sion  in  the  expansion  of  the  zapovednik  network  and  in  the  development 
of  lists  of  endangered  species  that  now  exist  in  every  country  in  Eastern 
Europe,  including  Yugoslavia. 

in  the  man-nature  relationship,  man  is  the  dominant  element.  Nature 
exists  for  man.  Through  understanding  nature’s  laws,  man  can  harness 
nature  for  his  needs.  Students  in  Moscow  State  University’s  environmental 
law  course  quote  Engels  on  the  difference  between  man  and  animals:  ani¬ 
mals  only  use  nature  and  change  it  largely  by  the  fact  of  their  presence  in  it, 
while  man  “rules  nature  by  compelling  it  to  serve  his  aims  by  changes 
wrought  by  him.”45  The  transformation  of  nature  occurs  through  man’s 
work,  in  which,  to  quote  Marx,  “man  by  his  own  activity  acquires,  regu¬ 
lates  and  controls  the  exchange  of  materials  between  himself  and  nature.”46 

The  key  words  are  “acquires,”  “regulates,”  and  “controls.”  If  nature  is  to 
be  used,  it  must  be  acquired,  regulated,  and  controlled.  In  Soviet  and 
Yugoslav  environmental  ideology,  the  state  performs  all  these  management 
functions.  The  state  owns  the  natural  resources,  and  through  the  instru¬ 
ments  of  planning  and  regulation,  it  can  manipulate  nature  so  as  to  ensure 
continued  economic  growth  and  ecological  balance.  Thus,  the  second  con¬ 
viction  shared  by  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  alike  is  the  firm  belief 
that  state  or  social  ownership  of  natural  resources  is  superior  to  any  other 
method  of  control.  In  the  author’s  discussions  with  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
colleagues,  this  idea  was  taken  as  a  given.  The  argument  followed  the 
typical  Marxist  criticism  of  capitalism:  under  capitalism,  the  interests  of 
the  capitalist  and  the  public  are  irreconcilable.  Private  owners  are  only 
interested  in  profit,  and  they  destroy  nature  for  the  sake  of  profit.  No  law 
can  secure  the  private  owner’s  cooperation  in  environmental  matters  when 
his  profits  are  at  stake,  particularly  since  industry  can  utilize  its  profits  to 
purchase  influence  over  state  environmental  policy. 
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The  third  conviction  shared  by  the  Soviets  and  Yugoslavs  follows  from 
the  second.  If  society  wants  the  maximum  benefits  out  of  nature  with¬ 
out  sacrificing  ecological  equilibrium,  the  planned  approach  linked  to  con¬ 
tinuous  advances  in  science  and  technology  is  the  optimum  if  not  the  only 
solution.  Both  Soviets  and  Yugoslavs  reject  the  theory  of  limits  to  growth. 
Science  is  the  answer  to  the  threat  of  national  and  global  ecological  col¬ 
lapse.  Through  planning,  society  can  project  and  implement  technologi¬ 
cal  development  that  will  save  the  planet.  In  his  commentary  on  Soviet 
achievements  in  environmental  management,  the  late  Academician  I.  P. 
Gerasimov,  one  of  the  USSR’s  leading  environmental  exponents  in  the 
Brezhnev  era,  praised  the  advantages  of  the  planned  socialist  economy 
over  capitalism  for  its  “development  of  the  scientific  and  technological 
principles  and  planned  implementation  of  sweeping  programmes  for  the 
purposive  remaking  of  the  environment  for  the  purpose  of  rational  utilisa¬ 
tion  and  reproduction  of  natural  resources,  preservation  and  further  im¬ 
provement  of  the  natural  environment.”47 

As  was  stressed  in  chapter  I,  the  manipulative,  regulatory  approach  to 
the  relation  of  man  to  the  environment  is  not  peculiar  to  communist  one- 
party  states.  It  is  an  integral  component  of  what  Dennis  Pirages  has 
termed  “the  industrial  paradigm.”48  The  leading  interests  of  virtually  every 
industrialized  country  share  this  view.  There  are  few  democratic  politicians 
who  would  advocate  limiting  growth  or  curtailing  scientific  and  techno¬ 
logical  development  because  of  possible  environmental  damage.  At  the 
risk  of  cynicism,  those  environmental  concerns  that  have  aroused  the  most 
public  outcry  in  the  United  States  have  been  those  where  the  public  has 
perceived  a  direct  threat  to  human  life  and  not  a  menace  to  ecological 
equilibrium,  be  it  Love  Canal,  offshore  oil  exploitation,  or  nuclear  power. 
In  both  democratic  and  communist  countries,  this  approach  is  used  to 
justify  the  existing  economic  and  political  system  as  well  as  continued 
emphasis  on  economic  growth.  But  the  similarities  in  viewpoint  end  there. 
In  the  West,  thoughtful  observers  like  Pirages  can  advocate  replacement 
of  the  “industrial  paradigm”  with  an  “ecological  paradigm.”  The  industrial 
paradigm  does  not  represent  the  official  government  position,  and  politi¬ 
cians  modify  their  views  to  accommodate  those  of  their  constituents.  In  a 
communist  country,  these  convictions  are  used  to  legitimate  the  institutions 
of  state  ownership,  regulation,  and  planning  as  the  only  solutions  to  envi- 
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ronmental  degradation.  Those  who  would  urge  a  different  approach  are 
not  heard  in  the  mass  media.  Environmental  ideology  thus  provides  the 
critical  and  necessary  link  between  the  philosophy  of  regulation  and  the 
politicoeconomic  factors  unique  to  communist  regimes. 

Legislation  and  regulation.  Appendixes  i  and  2  provide  tables  that  indi¬ 
cate  the  number  and  kinds  of  environmental  laws  passed  in  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Yugoslavia  over  the  past  two  decades.  Added  to  the  number  of 
laws  in  the  Soviet  Union  are  the  numerous  cpsu  Central  Committee  and 
USSR  Council  of  Ministers’  resolutions,  only  the  most  widely  publicized 
of  which  are  given  in  the  table.  The  tables  show  that  both  countries  observe 
the  virtually  worldwide  practice  of  enacting  environmental  laws  by  envi¬ 
ronmental  category. 

_  The  Soviet  pattern  is  to  pass  a  general  or  fundamental  law  ( osnova )  at 
the  federal  level  followed  by  the  adoption  of  virtually  identical  legislation 
with  only  slight  variations  by  the  union  republics.  Both  the  fundamental 
law  and  the  republican  laws  represent  expressions  of  principles  that  define 
legal  norms,  the  objects  upon  which  the  norms  operate,  and  the  relations 
arising  from  the  implementation  of  the  norms.49  The  principles  are  listed  in 
the  same  order  for  all  environmental  laws.50 

If  the  law  defines  objects,  relations,  principles,  the  task  of  giving  the  law 
concrete  expression,  i.e.,  identifying  responsible  organs  and  establishing 
procedures  and  regulations,  belongs  to  the  Council  of  Ministers.  These 
resolutions,  particularly  those  listed  in  the  table,  tend  to  assume  a  greater 
importance,  since  they  spell  out  the  obligations  of  each  central  ministry, 
state  committee,  and  union  republic  in  the  implementation  of  a  specific 
law,  or  in  the  case  of  the  1972  and  1978  resolutions,  in  the  realization  of 
stricter  and  more  comprehensive  environmental  controls. 

Both  the  law  and  the  fundamental  resolutions  are  silent  on  standards, 
planning  procedures,  and  the  penalties  and  fines  associated  with  enforce¬ 
ment.  Standards  and  penalties  are  established  by  resolutions  of  the  minis¬ 
try  or  ministries  identified  as  being  the  responsible  agents  in  the  particular 
case.  Where  standards  are  concerned,  more  than  one  agency  may  be  in¬ 
volved,  although  always  a  lead  organ  is  designated.  Thus,  the  USSR  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Ministers  Resolution  of  January  8,  1982,  designated  that  the  new 
norms  for  the  maximum  permissible  concentration  (pdk)  of  pollutants 
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into  the  atmosphere  were  to  be  drawn  up  by  Gosstroi  and  other  interested 
ministries  and  departments  and  approved  by  Goskomgidromet  and  the 
USSR  Minzdrav.51  Water  quality  norms  are  similarly  reached  through 
negotiation  between  Minvodkhoz,  Minrybkhoz,  and  Gosleskhoz.  In  all 
cases,  standard-setting  requires  discussion  and  negotiation  of  all  the  minis¬ 
tries  responsible  for  implementing  the  standard. 

Emission  levels  are  the  result  of  complex  negotiations  at  the  local  level, 
where  the  activist  and  hands-on  dimensions  of  regulatory  policy  are  most 
visible.  The  Soviet  Union  has  established  pdk  in  the  atmosphere  for  some 
two  hundred  different  pollutants.52  (The  U.S.  Clean  Air  Act  mandates 
ambient  air  standards  for  only  seven.)  pdk’s  designate  optimum  levels  of 
ambient  air  quality  in  a  given  area  and  vary  from  locality  to  locality,  de¬ 
pending  on  the  kind  of  economic  development  of  the  area,  its  recreational 
and  environmental  utility,  and  similar  factors.53  Emission  levels  for  each 
enterprise  are  established  on  the  basis  of  a  locality’s  mandated  pdk  for  the 
individual  pollutants,  the  number  of  enterprises  in  the  area,  and  the  degree 
to  which  each  contributes  to  the  ambient  air  level  of  the  pollutant  in  ques¬ 
tion,  when  such  information  is  known.54 

The  determination  of  required  factory  emission  levels  is  thus  relative 
and  must  be  reached  by  consensus  among  the  enterprises,  environmental 
agencies,  and  government  authorities  within  the  individual  town.  When 
the  inspector  from  the  local  Sanitary  and  Epidemiological  Service  (ses)  of 
the  Ministry  of  Health  cites  an  enterprise  for  noncompliance,  the  enter¬ 
prise  will  counter  that  it  cannot  make  emission  levels  conform  to  the  man¬ 
dated  pdk  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  primary  among  which  will  be  lack  of 
financial  and  technological  resources.  Where  compliance  has  been  given 
political  priority,  health  inspectors  have  been  able  to  enforce  the  law.  There 
has  been  much  publicity  over  the  removal  of  four  hundred  noncomplying 
enterprises  out  of  Moscow,  after  a  Moscow  Soviet  Executive  Committee 
proclaimed  the  city  “an  exemplary  communist  city”55  because  such  events 
virtually  never  occur  in  the  West.  They  are  also  rare  in  the  East.  The 
tendency  is  to  settle  on  a  konipromis  where  the  enterprise  gets  a  reprieve, 
the  norm  is  lowered  to  a  temporary,  intermediate  norm,  and  the  enterprise 
remains  open.56 

Thus,  contrary  to  practice  in  the  United  States,  where  the  establishment 
of  primary  standards,  emission  levels,  and  control  technique  guidelines 
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have  been  assigned  to  one  agency,  in  the  Soviet  Union  the  process  encom¬ 
passes  a  whole  array  of  organs.  Standard-setting  occurs  by  negotiation  at 
the  national  level,  the  establishment  of  emission  levels  is  accomplished  by 
negotiation  at  the  local  level  with  reference  to  national  norms,  and  control 
technique  guidelines  are  set  primarily  within  the  ministry  authorized  to 
design  and  produce  the  equipment  responsible  for  polluting  the  environ¬ 
ment  in  the  first  place. 

—  A  second  characteristic  of  Soviet  environmental  regulation  is  that  the 
ministerial  resource  exploiter  (and  polluter)  is  commonly  delegated  the 
authority  to  help  establish  standards,  set  the  fines  and  penalities  for  vio¬ 
lating  the  legal  norms  of  use,  and  develop  control  technology.  The  result  is 
standards  of  such  diversity  and  severity  that  they  cannot  be  met  and  penal¬ 
ties  for  violation  that  have  generally  been  far  too  small  to  deter  violators. 
In  this  connection,  it  is  interesting  that  some  of  the  highest  fines  have  been 
imposed  on  poachers  and  persons  who  illegally  cut  down  trees  in  the  state 
forest,  a  resource  whose  users  and  administrators  are  separate  legal  en¬ 
tities.57  In  addition,  ministerial  resolutions  have  tended  to  provide  insuffi¬ 
cient  differentiation  between  types  of  violations  and  violators  and  the 
penalties  charged  to  each,  and  have  permitted  industrial  charges  to  be 
covered  by  the  state  budget  as  part  of  the  planned  costs  of  production.58 
Finally,  while  some  enforcement  organs  are  located  in  independent  agen¬ 
cies,  such  as  ses  in  Minzdrav  and  Goskomgidromet’s  regional  inspecto¬ 
rates,  the  lead  control  organs  for  each  resource  again  tend  to  be  located  in 
the  ministry  that  is  the  principal  exploiter  or  administrator  of  that  resource. 
Soviet  experts  have  routinely  expressed  their  concern  in  combining  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  and  resource  use  in  one  organization.59 
~  A  third  and  final  characteristic  of  Soviet  environmental  management  is 
the  relegation  of  enforcement  to  the  local  authorities,  discussed  above. 
Local  soviets  have  difficulty  enforcing  the  law  when  their  local  factories  are 
under  a  powerful  central  branch  ministry.  The  kompromis  that  occurs  in 
the  setting  of  emission  levels  is  a  key  factor  in  enforcement.  Where  the 
hands-on  activity  described  by  Ripley  and  Franklin  should  be  most  ener¬ 
getic,  the  local  sections  of  the  environmental  agencies  and  local  deputies 
are  unable  to  take  the  initiative  for  lack  of  independent  authority,  necessary 
resources,  and  organizing  capabilities.  In  the  United  States,  the  federal 
and  state  environmental  agencies  represent  state  power  over  the  private 
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interests  of  the  industrial  polluter.  While  the  polluter  may  try  to  subvert  or 
coopt  the  environmental  agency,  he  can  only  operate  from  the  periphery  of 
power.  By  contrast,  as  we  have  argued,  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  industrial 
polluter  represents  the  dominant  element  in  state  power.  In  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  environmental  decisions,  the  environmental  agencies  and  local 
government  are  constrained  to  operate  at  the  periphery  of  state  power,  and 
must  adjust  their  demands  accordingly. 

These  features  of  Soviet  environmental  regulatory  practice  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  to  pass  laws  expressing  the  firmest  commitment  to  environmental 
protection  and  establishing  the  highest  environmental  goals  of  any  country 
in  the  world.  But  unless  these  principles  are  transformed  into  concrete 
programs  and  procedures,  the  law  remains  a  law  in  name  only.  It  is  further 
possible  to  pass  party  and  government  resolutions,  such  as  the  1972  and 
1978  joint  resolutions  calling  for  stricter  controls  over  environmental  pro¬ 
tection,  but  as  long  as  such  resolutions  leave  major  responsibility  for  realiz¬ 
ing  such  controls  to  the  polluting  agencies,  the  politics  of  implementation 
will  provide  innumerable  opportunities  for  the  development  and  refining  of 
delaying  and  nonimplementation  tactics  and  strategies  to  expand  bureau¬ 
cratic  turf.  Interbranch  rivalry  can  lengthen  the  process  of  interbranch 
consultation  as  ministries  debate  the  distribution  of  jurisdictional  compe¬ 
tence.  Seven  years  elapsed  between  the  first  draft  of  the  Air  Quality  Con¬ 
trol  Law  in  1973  and  its  final  enactment  in  1980. 

The  bureaucratic  character  of  Soviet  environmental  policymaking  has 
resulted  in  the  passage  of  environmental  laws  covering  single  environmen¬ 
tal  categories  (the  legal  version  of  the  branch  management  principle)  and 
in  the  diffusion  of  environmental  management  responsibility.  The  gener¬ 
ality  of  the  law  reinforces  the  centipede  by  requiring  considerable  horizon¬ 
tal  politicking  in  the  formulation  of  the  necessary  enabling  resolutions  and 
regulations  and  by  creating  a  derivative  vertical  political  contest  within  the 
branch  ministries  over  policy  implementation.  Since  the  majority  of  minis¬ 
terial  regulations  are  privileged  communications  for  the  eyes  of  designated 
personnel  only,  there  is  no  way  to  obtain  independent  verification  of 
whether  all  the  necessary  regulations  for  control  of  any  one  environmental 
area  or  natural  resource  have  been  formulated,  not  to  mention  put  into 
practice.  In  the  Soviet  system  of  centralized  pluralism,  the  dilution  of  the 
enforcement  and  activist  dimensions  of  environmental  regulation  is  accom- 
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plished  to  a  significant  degree  through  the  compartmentalization  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  legislation,  the  requirement  for  accommodation  of  interest  be¬ 
tween  the  regulated  industrial  sectors  and  between  the  industrial  sectors 
and  the  regulatory  environmental  agency  in  the  establishment  of  regula¬ 
tions,  and  the  dispersion  and  devolution  of  regulatory  authority. 

Self-management  undercuts  the  hierarchical  structure  characteristic  of 
Soviet  environmental  decisionmaking.  After  1965,  responsibility  for  envi¬ 
ronmental  policymaking  in  Yugoslavia  devolved  upon  the  republican 
governments  with  the  federal  government  only  passing  legislation  within 
its  areas  of  competence:  protection  of  the  seacoasts  and  standardization 
(appendix  2). 

The  dismantling  of  the  centralized  system  required  greater  specificity 
and  precision  in  the  content  of  the  laws,  with  statements  of  general  princi¬ 
ples  confined  to  the  initial  paragraphs  and  the  body  of  the  text  given  over 
to  specifics,  similar  to  Western  practice.  Yugoslav  environmental  laws  name 
the  agency  (or  agencies)  with  supervisory  or  implementation  authority  in 
the  given  environmental  area,  and  carefully  define  their  sphere  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  They  identify  the  pollutants  to  be  controlled  and  mandate  the  per¬ 
missible  levels  of  ambient  concentration  for  each  pollutant.  The  laws  also 
describe  the  penalties  for  violation  and  provide  definitions  of  what  consti¬ 
tutes  nonperformance.  The  establishment  of  rules  and  regulations  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  laws  are  the  province  of  the  designated  regulatory  authority, 
as  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Self-management,  however,  did  not  create  a  new  regulatory  system.  In 
many  respects,  the  Yugoslav  system  is  identical  to  the  Soviet  Union’s.  En¬ 
vironmental  legislation  is  compartmentalized  by  environmental  area  with 
the  same  fundamental  categories  of  land,  air,  water,  forests,  mineral  re¬ 
sources,  and  nature  reserves.  Regulatory  compartmentalization  is  not  sim¬ 
plified  by  the  devolution  of  power  to  the  republics,  for  each  republic  sets  its 
own  rules  and  regulations  and,  perhaps  more  important,  its  own  standards. 
The  problems  associated  with  the  existence  of  seven  sets  of  environmental 
norms  and  procedures  in  a  country  the  size  of  Yugoslavia  promoted  the 
passage  of  the  federal  law  on  standardization  in  1977  and  the  agreement  to 
work  toward  standardization  during  the  1980-1985  plan  period.  The  lack 
of  a  strong  enforcement  authority  at  the  local  level  once  again  dilutes  the 
hands-on  initiatives  necessary  to  assure  policy  implementation.  What  local 
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official  is  going  to  enforce  the  law  if  enforcement  means  the  closing  of  a 
factory  and  putting  people  out  of  work?  The  better  solution  is  a  compro¬ 
mise  so  that  the  factory  can  remain  open.  The  weakness  of  the  enforcement 
system  is  underscored,  as  in  the  Soviet  case,  by  the  absence  of  severe 
penalties.60 

Self-management  also  does  not  fundamentally  change  the  process  of 
negotiation  and  agreement  required  in  Soviet  legislation.  Rather  it  allows 
for  greater  flexibility  and  independence  at  all  levels  of  government  in  mak¬ 
ing  the  required  compacts.  It  also  increases  the  number  of  environmental 
actors  and  hence  the  number  of  possible  patterns  of  interaction.  The  eco¬ 
nomic  as  well  as  governmental  agencies  may  make  self-managing  agree¬ 
ments  in  the  environmental  area  and  have  concluded  almost  a  hundred  in 
the  past  decade  (see  chapter  4).  Land-use  management  poses  special  diffi¬ 
culties.  As  appendix  2  shows,  by  1976  all  the  republics  had  passed  laws 
establishing  the  principle  of  territorial  planning.  The  process  of  developing 
these  plans  began  early  in  the  seventies,  but  by  1976,  only  three  republics 
had  approved  territorial  plans:  Serbia,  Croatia,  and  Montenegro.  Kosovo 
had  approved  a  regional  territorial  plan.  Sixteen  other  regional  plans  had 
been  ratified  into  laws,  including  the  plans  for  the  Adriatic,  which  divided 
the  coast  into  three  sections.  Only  eleven  opstini  had  plans,  all  of  them  in 
Serbia.  In  1981,  of  cities  over  two  thousand  citizens,  about  one-third  had 
urban  plans.61  Slovenia  began  its  territorial  planning  process  in  1980  and 
expected  to  complete  the  program  before  1985  62  Each  administrative  unit 
not  only  negotiates  and  approves  its  own  plan  but  approves  whatever  sec¬ 
tions  of  other  territorial  plans  that  apply  to  it.  Since  there  is  no  hierarchical 
mechanism  and  agreement  is  by  consensus,  the  process  of  adopting  a  com¬ 
prehensive  territorial  plan  for  one  republic  by  the  constituent  administra¬ 
tive  units  is  long  and  time-consuming,  with  local  government  providing 
far  more  input  than  in  the  Soviet  case. 

Despite  the  heavy  demand  on  negotiation  and  interaction,  self¬ 
management  has  the  ability  to  pass  effective  environmental  legislation 
when  needed.  The  most  noteworthy  example  is  the  Slovenian  agricultural 
land-use  law  of  1974.  Faced  with  problems  of  erosion,  loss  of  agricultural 
land,  and  low  agricultural  productivity,  the  Slovenian  government  was  able 
to  develop  the  consensus  necessary  to  enact  a  tough  rural  land-use  pro¬ 
gram.  Under  the  law,  all  land  in  the  republic  was  classified  into  categories 
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according  to  its  quality.  Land  that  fell  into  categories  I  and  2,  or  prime 
agricultural  land,  came  under  a  special  regime.  If  the  owner  wanted  to 
change  the  use  of  this  land,  he  had  to  pay  a  tax,  which  was  used  to  improve 
land  of  lesser  quality.  The  aim  was  to  inhibit  development  on  fertile  land 
and  to  reverse  agriculture’s  tendency  to  shift  to  the  hillsides  as  bottom  land 
was  given  over  to  residential  or  industrial  use.  The  genius  of  the  law  lay  in 
its  assigning  primary  decisions  in  local  land-use  regulation  to  the  local  self¬ 
managing  unit,  the  opstina.  Although  the  law  generally  prohibited  all 
building  on  agricultural  land,  it  gave  the  towns  power  to  set  aside  some 
agricultural  land  for  building  purposes  each  year,  where  there  was  a  road 
and  electricity.  The  town  could  purchase  the  land  through  an  authorized 
agency  for  a  modest  fee.  Control  of  rural  land  use  was  placed  in  a  local 
land  holding  community  that  became  the  filter  through  which  every  plan¬ 
ning  and  development  decision  had  to  go.63  The  law  is  a  good  example  of 
the  combination  of  central  regulatory  guidelines  with  local  regulatory  ini¬ 
tiative  that  the  self-management  system  makes  possible. 

Thus,  in  both  systems  the  process  of  regulation  requires  agreements  and 
negotiations.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  negotiation  occurs  primarily  at  the  hori¬ 
zontal  federal  level,  with  the  lower  levels  of  the  hierarchy  adopting  regula¬ 
tions  in  conformance  with  central  directives.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  hydra  sys¬ 
tem  promotes  a  less  structured  process  with  compacts  approved  at  and 
between  all  levels  of  government  and  interests.  The  lack  of  uniformity  in 
environmental  standards  attests  to  the  dominance  of  the  territorial  actors. 
The  federal  and  republican  councils  on  the  human  environment  and  ter¬ 
ritorial  management  have  criticized  Yugoslav  environmental  regulatory 
policy  on  four  counts:  lack  of  concrete  environmental  objectives;  regula¬ 
tion  by  “parcels,”  resulting  in  a  collection  of  discrete  decisions  with  little  in 
common  between  them;  lack  of  a  comprehensive  environmental  perspec¬ 
tive  on  the  relation  of  environmental  capabilities  to  human  development 
needs;  and  failure  of  the  laws  and  regulations  to  reflect  the  demands  of  a 
“self-managed  socialist  society.”64  Plus  ?a  change! 

The  planning  mechanism.  The  planning  mechanism  is  the  principle  vehicle 
for  the  designation  of  institutions,  and  the  allocation  of  material,  technical, 
and  management  resources  in  the  implementation  of  environmental  policy. 
To  refer  to  our  image,  the  Soviet  centipede  style  of  organization  is  reflected 
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in  a  multilegged  form  of  environmental  planning.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  hydra 
self-management  system  gives  the  planning  actors  so  much  individual  dis¬ 
cretion  that  coherent  environmental  planning  is  oftentimes  hard  to  find. 

The  primary  Soviet  planning  mechanism  is  the  national  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  plan,  and  the  lead  organ  in  the  formulation  of  the  plan  is  the  State 
Planning  Committee  (Gosplan).  Gosplan  is  guided  in  its  task  by  the 
general  party  guidelines  adopted  at  the  party  congresses  and  by  the  various 
party  and  government  resolutions  addressing  specific  issues.  Up  until  1974, 
environmental  measures  were  not  included  in  the  national  economic  and 
social  plan.  In  that  year,  a  comprehensive  resource  use  and  environmental 
protection  plan  was  made  an  integral  part  of  the  national  economic  plan 
to  reflect  calculations  of  need  for  specific  resources  over  the  plan’s  time 
period.  In  consultation  with  the  resource  ministries,  Gosplan  sets  forth  the 
concrete  directives  for  resource  use  together  with  budget  allocations  for 
new  investment.  Although  always  subject  to  the  Presidium  of  the  Council 
of  Ministers  and  the  party  leadership,  Gosplan  dominates  the  planning 
process  and  makes  the  major  decisions  on  the  use  of  each  resource  and  on 
when  and  where  it  is  to  be  used.65 

The  environmental  planning  process  begins  when  Gosplan  presents  the 
overall  environmental  performance  indicators  to  the  environmental  lead 
agencies  and  relevant  branch  ministries.  The  indicators  are  translated  by 
the  lead  agencies  and  branch  ministries  into  specific  performance  norms  at 
all  levels  of  the  hierarchy,  each  lower  level  receiving  its  instructions  from 
its  immediate  organizational  superior.  Starting  at  the  lowest  level  of  the 
organization,  the  responsible  department  draws  up  an  environmental  plan 
reflecting  the  state  of  environmental  protection  in  that  unit  and  describing 
ongoing  projects  or  submitting  new  plans  to  improve  environmental  condi¬ 
tions.  The  plan  is  discussed  and  sent  on  to  the  unit’s  superior,  who  develops 
a  plan  based  on  received  information  and  requests  from  the  lower  level. 
This  plan  is  sent  on  to  the  next  higher  organ,  which  in  turn,  forwards  its 
plan  upward.  The  environmental  planning  process  is  distinctive  in  that 
each  branch  ministry  not  only  develops  its  own  environmental  plan  sepa¬ 
rate  from  its  economic  plan,  but  also  is  required  to  send  its  branch  envi¬ 
ronmental  plans  for  air,  water  and  land  use  to  the  designated  lead  agency 
for  that  environmental  area.  On  the  basis  of  these  plans,  the  lead  agency 
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develops  a  comprehensive  plan  for  its  environmental  area  of  competence. 
For  example,  Minvodkhoz  is  responsible  for  developing  the  comprehensive 
plan  for  water  use  based  on  the  plans  received  from  the  ministries  but 
following  the  Gosplan  guidelines. 

At  the  same  time  as  Gosplan  transmits  environmental  performance 
norms  to  the  branch  ministries  and  lead  environmental  agencies,  it  also 
sends  environmental  performance  norms  for  every  environmental  area  to 
the  republic  planning  committees,  which  transmit  them  downward  through 
the  territorial  hierarchy.  The  territorial  units  now  submit  their  plans  up¬ 
ward.  The  republics  transmit  their  total  plan  packages,  including  a  sepa¬ 
rate,  comprehensive  environmental  section,  to  the  USSR  Council  of 
Ministers,  which  transmits  them  to  Gosplan.  The  environmental  section  of 
Gosplan  integrates  the  three  sets  of  environmental  plans  from  the  branch 
ministries,  the  environmental  lead  agencies,  and  the  territorial  units  into 
one  comprehensive  environmental  plan  and  submits  this  product  for  Gos¬ 
plan  approval.  Gosplan  thus  stands  at  the  apex  of  a  process,  into  which  the 
branch  ministries,  central  agencies,  and  republican  governments  feed  their 
separate  demands  based  on  Gosplan  directives.66 

The  complexity  and  absence  of  coordination  in  the  Soviet  environmental 
planning  process  cannot  fail  to  strike  the  Western  observer.  Soviet  econo¬ 
mists  fault  compartmentalization  and  the  lack  of  communication  between 
the  branches  of  the  economy  engaged  in  similar  or  associated  plan  de¬ 
velopment.  The  concept  of  comprehensive  ( kompleksnyi )  planning  was 
developed  in  the  seventies  to  get  the  environmental  planning  and  adminis¬ 
trative  agregaty  (conglomerates)  to  work  toward  the  attainment  of  specific 
goals  expressed  in  standards  and  norms  for  particular  areas,  water  basins, 
and  regions.  The  formation  of  the  environmental  planning  department 
within  Gosplan  was  an  integral  part  of  this  attempt  to  coordinate  inter¬ 
branch  planning  of  environmental  protection.67 

Another  factor  contributing  to  the  disjointedness  of  the  planning  effort 
is  the  lack  of  correspondence  between  the  environmental  plans  and  other 
sections  of  the  national  plan,  which  would  guarantee,  in  Soviet  officialese, 
“a  social-economic  evaluation  of  planned  measures  and  at  the  same  time 
assure  economic  efficiency.”68  Planning  guidelines  are  so  constructed  that 
the  economic  sections  of  the  plan  may  be  assembled  in  isolation  without 
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the  need  to  relate  the  programs  contained  therein  to  their  environmental 
consequences.  Projects  are  thus  initiated  without  proper  feasibility  studies 
that  would  measure  their  impact  on  local  environmental  conditions. 

The  third  factor  is  that  the  planning  mechanism  is  insufficiently  sensitive 
to  the  problem  of  accommodating  long-term  economic  development  to  the 
carrying  capacity  of  individual  regions.  Since  planning  remains  structured 
along  the  branch  principle  according  to  industrial  sector,  ministries  design 
their  own  development  with  little  or  no  input  from  other  ministries  or 
agencies  on  their  future  plans.  One  suggestion  has  been  what  is  termed 
“the  environmental  regionalization”  ( zonirovania )  of  the  country,  which 
would  divide  the  USSR  into  typical  regions  or  zones.  A  regional  typology 
would  identify  regional  categories  possessing  common  geographic  and 
natural  features  under  which  each  zone  would  be  classified.  Industrial  de¬ 
velopment  would  then  be  directed  to  those  regions  whose  ecological  char¬ 
acteristics  could  best  support  such  development.69  Work  is  in  progress  at 
the  USSR  Academy  of  Science’s  Central  Economic  Mathematics  Institute 
(tsemi)  on  developing  regional  programs  for  the  use  of  mineral  resources 
as  well  as  forecasting  and  evaluating  the  status  of  ecological-economic 
systems.70  In  the  theoretical  aspects  of  environmental-economic  modeling, 
the  USSR  has  perhaps  gone  farther  than  any  other  country.  However, 
practice  remains  tied  to  the  tried  and  approved  planning  mechanism.  Only 
one  form  of  comprehensive  regional  planning  has  received  official  state 
endorsement:  the  territorial  industrial  complex  (tic).71 

The  fragmentation  characteristic  of  Soviet  environmental  management 
is  reinforced  through  the  planning  mechanism.  The  branch  ministries  were 
in  existence  long  before  the  concepts  of  comprehensive  or  regional  plan¬ 
ning  became  acceptable.  To  shift  the  planning  emphasis  from  the  center  to 
an  environmentally  defined  region  calls  into  question  the  central  branch 
ministries’  jurisdiction  over  planning.  It  also  undermines  the  rationale  for 
existing  administrative  areas;  in  no  country  is  the  formation  of  new  ad¬ 
ministrative  units  accepted  easily.  And  it  gives  significant  decisionmaking 
power  over  plan  objectives  to  a  newly  created  and  untested  regional 
authority.  Americans  do  not  have  a  monopoly  over  incremental  decision¬ 
making,  to  borrow  from  Charles  Lindblom.72  The  dispersed  and  disjointed 
character  of  the  Soviet  environmental  planning  mechanism  encourages  an 
incremental  mindset.  What  modifications  of  the  environmental  planning 
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process  there  have  been,  such  as  changes  in  the  reward  structure,  have 
been  much  more  limited  in  their  objectives  as  they  have  been  less  radical  in 
their  effects.  Compounding  the  problem,  the  1965  recentralization  of  plan¬ 
ning  took  from  both  the  territorial  and  economic  lower  units  most  of  their 
ability  to  control  regional  environmental  planning  activities  and  to  coordi¬ 
nate  local  factory  and  territorial  plans.  Nevertheless,  republican  and  local 
governments  have  shown  considerable  ingenuity  in  drawing  upon  mass 
organizations  and  environmental  committees  attached  to  the  local  soviets 
to  promote  horizontal  coordination. 

Soviet  planning,  as  it  has  developed  over  time,  has  reflected  the  leader¬ 
ship’s  commitment  to  economic  development  and,  with  one  exception 
during  Khrushchev’s  administration,  its  endorsement  of  the  principle  of 
branch  ministries  as  the  way  to  achieve  economic  progress.  The  present 
planning  system  both  reinforces  the  power  of  the  central  economic  minis¬ 
tries  in  Soviet  domestic  politics  and  is  the  result  of  their  exercise  of  that 
power  in  the  system.  In  the  planning  process  as  elsewhere,  the  environ¬ 
mental  agencies  and  nongovernmental  actors  find  themselves  in  the  weaker 
“outsider”  position. 

In  Yugoslavia,  planning  has  both  a  centralized  and  decentralized  di¬ 
mension.  The  Federal  Skupstina  adopts  the  General  Program  for  Future 
Development,  which  contains  guidelines  based  on  both  long-term  and 
short-term  forecasting  of  social,  economic,  and  technical  needs  and  the 
availability  of  resources  to  meet  these  needs.  The  adoption  of  the  General 
Program  is  the  beginning  of  a  long  process  of  negotiation.  Plans  must  be 
adopted  by  enterprises  and  adjusted  to  accommodate  the  planning  goals 
of  their  corresponding  republican  industrial  sector  and  the  industry  as  a 
whole,  as  well  as  the  plans  of  the  commune  or  region  in  which  it  is  located. 
The  regional  plans  must  harmonize  with  the  republican  plans,  which  in 
turn  must  mesh  with  the  industrial  sector  plans.  Negotiations  between  the 
republics  and  industry  must  use  the  guidelines  of  the  General  Program  as 
a  starting  point. 

Yugoslav  economists  divide  the  planning  process  into  two  parts.  Within 
the  framework  of  the  General  Program,  industry  represents  economic 
needs,  or  needs  of  the  producer,  and  the  territorial  units  represent  citizen 
or  consumer  needs.  In  this  division,  the  territorial  units  tend  toward  a 
more  proenvironmental  position,  while  industry  tends  to  emphasize  eco- 
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nomic  growth.  There  appears  to  be  no  set  order  for  the  adoption  of  plans 
or  negotiations  between  planning  partners.  In  fact,  one  of  the  problems  is 
how  to  choose  the  right  partners  for  negotiation  and  when  to  bring  into 
the  negotiation  process  those  who  see  little  to  gain  from  it.  Critical  to  a 
negotiation’s  success  is  the  highly  sensitive  and  difficult  calculation  of  gains 
and  losses  for  the  planning  participants.73 

Environmental  protection  was  incorporated  into  the  planning  process  in 
1979.  Since  then,  enterprise  and  industry  plans  must  include  not  only  their 
contribution  to  local,  republican,  and  federal  social  and  development  pro¬ 
grams,  but  projections  of  how  they  are  to  meet  the  costs  of  environmental 
controls.74  Since  the  whole  cost  comes  out  of  industrial  profits,  industry 
has  cause  to  argue  that  the  addition  of  environmental  protection  require¬ 
ments  reinforces  the  need  for  economic  growth,  at  the  expense  of  consumer 
and  ultimately  environmental  interests. 

In  the  area  of  territorial  planning,  localities  have  been  required  to  in¬ 
clude  environmental  considerations  in  their  plans  since  1976.75  In  addition, 
in  the  mid-seventies  legislation  mandating  territorial  planning  at  the  re¬ 
gional  and  republican  level  required  urban  plans  to  be  revised  to  meet 
republican  environmental  standards.  In  Macedonia,  the  central  region  and 
all  municipalities  over  20,000  citizens  had  already  adopted  plans.  These 
had  now  to  be  revised  to  reflect  the  environmental  guidelines.  As  was 
previously  shown,  the  whole  process  involves  lengthy  negotiations  between 
interests  at  the  local  level  and  between  the  locality,  the  region,  and  the 
republic.  As  of  1979,  few  territorial  units  had  approved  plans.76  A  recent 
article  in  the  highly  influential  Serbian  newspaper  Polilika  censured  Yugo¬ 
slavia’s  major  cities  for  their  chaotic  pattern  of  urban  growth.77 

The  Yugoslav  planning  mechanism  provides  for  greater  liberty  of  action 
at  the  local  level,  particularly  in  the  urban  areas,  than  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
Since  the  national  plan  represents  guidelines  establishing  a  target  range  for 
plan  objectives,  republics,  local  communities,  and  industry  have  greater 
leeway  in  setting  their  own  targets.  However,  the  thrust  of  activity  during 
the  policy  formation  stage  is  clearly  at  the  republican  level,  where  stan¬ 
dards  and  procedures  are  adopted  to  which  the  localities  and  industry  in 
principal  must  conform.  Self-management  means  that  industry  is  in  con¬ 
trol  of  its  own  resources.  Since  industry  primarily  operates  only  within 
republican  boundaries,  industrial  representatives  are  in  a  position  to  exert 
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the  strongest  pressure  at  the  republican  level  against  any  expensive  envi¬ 
ronmental  measures.  This  pressure  is  transmitted  through  their  republican 
representatives  to  the  federal  level. 

The  differences  in  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  approach  to  environmental 
planning  are  substantial.  The  Soviet  system  works  toward  coordination  by 
centralization  and  mandated  indicators;  the  Yugoslav,  by  decentralization 
and  agreement  within  a  range  of  indicators.  The  Soviet  system  leads  to  the 
adoption  of  unattainable  targets,  which  in  turn  lead  to  plan  revisions;  the 
Yugoslav,  to  long  delays  in  adopting  any  targets,  and  to  neglect  or  aban¬ 
donment  of  plan  indicators.  The  less  structured  Yugoslav  planning  system 
permits  greater  independence  for  parties  in  the  negotiating  process  through¬ 
out  the  system,  while  the  Soviet  planning  mechanism  narrowly  limits  the 
options  of  even  the  centralized  branch  and  environmental  agencies. 


Summary 

This  chapter  has  pointed  out  the  main  structural  differences  in  the  Soviet 
and  Yugoslav  policymaking  systems  and  their  impact  upon  the  environ¬ 
mental  regulatory  process.  The  aim  was  to  determine  the  objective  con¬ 
straints  operating  upon  the  environmental  policy  actors.  The  Soviet  system 
was  portrayed  as  a  centipede  with  a  large  number  of  central  organs  making 
decisions  to  be  implemented  by  their  ministerial  and  agency  “legs.”  The 
Yugoslav  pattern  was  described  as  a  hydra  of  competing  republics  per¬ 
mitting  multiple  opportunities  for  “insider”  interaction.  In  both  countries, 
access  to  decisionmaking  is  limited,  with  governmental  actors  in  the 
strongest  position  to  influence  policy.  The  formal  integration  of  economic 
interests  with  state  power  is  a  particularly  constraining  factor  for  non¬ 
governmental  actors.  Political  activity  is  concentrated  at  the  top  of  the 
Soviet  system  and  diffused  throughout  the  Yugoslav  system,  with  most 
occurring  at  the  republican  level.  Although  the  bureaucratic  element  may 
be  more  pronounced  in  the  Soviet  context,  self-management  has  by  no 
means  eradicated  bureaucracy  nor  given  free  rein  to  local  popular  initiative 
or  local  government. 

These  structural  differences  were  found  to  have  little  impact  on  the 
general  character  of  regulatory  practice,  but  they  did  influence  specific 
aspects  of  regulation.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  “parcelization”  of  environmental 
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lawmaking  was  rendered  more  acute  by  the  fact  that  each  republic  passed 
its  own  set  of  environmental  laws  independently  of  the  other  republics. 
Structure  had  the  greatest  impact  on  environmental  planning.  The  Soviet 
centipede  produced  discrete  environmental  branch,  area,  and  territorial 
plans  with  their  concomitant  problems  of  obtaining  and  verifying  com¬ 
pliance  on  the  part  of  institutional  subordinates.  The  Yugoslav  self- 
managed  hydra  required  a  large  commitment  of  individual  planning  initia¬ 
tive  with  no  intervening  hierarchical  authority  to  force  implementation  of 
centrally  planned  environmental  objectives. 

In  many  respects,  the  centralized  and  decentralized  variants  of  commu¬ 
nist  one-party  states  appear  less  coordinated  and  less  able  to  enforce 
environmental  programs  than  the  much  criticized  American  system  of  en¬ 
vironmental  regulation.  Why?  The  answer  lies  in  the  actors’  subjective 
relationship  to  the  system  and  its  regulatory  practice.  The  next  chapters 
examine  this  relationship.  We  will  begin  with  the  environmental  agencies. 
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In  chapter  i,  four  factors  were  identified  as  critical  to  a  political  actor’s 
ability  to  modify  his  organizational  surroundings  and  influence  policy¬ 
making:  regulatory  and  structural  constraints;  available  resources;  asso¬ 
ciated  rewards  and  costs;  and  the  strategies  developed  to  improve  his  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  “game.”  While  the  first  three  may  be  determined  objectively,  the 
last  is  especially  important  in  assessing  the  actor’s  subjective  perception  of 
his  capabilities.  With  only  limited  information  from  the  actors  themselves, 
the  strategies  must  be  deduced  from  known  policy  outcomes,  including 
laws,  regulations,  and  successes  or  failures  of  implementation  that  have 
been  published  in  the  press. 


Structural  and  Regulatory  Constraints 

Fragmentation  of  administrative  responsibilities.  One  way  to  appreciate 
the  fragmentation  of  Soviet  environmental  administration  is  to  see  how 
Soviet  legal  scholars  have  schematized  Soviet  environmental  management. 
Oleg  Kolbasov  of  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences’  Institute  of  State  and 
Law  divides  administrative  competence  into  six  functional  categories:  issu¬ 
ing  of  regulations  and  instructions,  research,  planning,  operational  man¬ 
agement,  control  over  legal  compliance,  and  prosecution  of  noncompliance. 
He  further  divides  administration  according  to  two  additional  principles: 
general  state  and  specialized  (economic,  scientific,  and  social)  branch  or¬ 
gans;  and  the  territorial  administrative  organs  at  the  all-union,  republican, 
and  local  levels.1  Jurists  S.  B.  Baisalov  and  L.  E.  Il’yashenko  make  the 
territorial  division  and  then  distinguish  between  organs  of  general  com- 
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petence,  organs  of  branch  competence,  and  organs  of  specialized  compe¬ 
tence.2  V.  V.  Petrov  of  Moscow  University’s  Department  of  Environmental 
Law  classifies  environmental  management  into  the  functional  categories  of 
planning,  use,  control,  and  expertise  and  the  institutional  divisions  of  state 
committees,  specialized  branch  ministries  and  organizations,  and  territorial 
units.3  No  matter  what  the  classification,  it  produces  a  complex,  segmented 
system. 

Figure  3.1  gives  the  distribution  of  these  organs  by  environmental  area 
and  Petrov’s  functional  categories.  The  figure  shows  that  none  of  the  organs 
has  complete  jurisdiction  over  any  area  of  environmental  management. 
While  this  situation  is  understandable  and  perhaps  necessary  when  it 
comes  to  the  exploitation  of  natural  resources,  multiple  and  partial  ad¬ 
ministrative  authority  undermines  efficient  land-use  regulation  and  moni¬ 
toring  and  enforcement  activities. 

A  few  concrete  examples  will  indicate  the  scope  of  the  problem.  Gos- 
leskhoz  (the  State  Committee  on  Forestry)  administers  all  state  forest  land 
(fund),  with  the  exception  of  those  forest  areas  located  within  municipal 
boundaries,  on  collective  farms,  or  preserves  falling  within  some  other 
administrative  competence.  In  other  words,  while  Gosleskhoz  administers 
35  percent  of  the  territory  of  the  USSR  and  establishes  the  guidelines  for 
the  cutting  of  timber,  fire  protection,  and  reforestation,  some  eighteen  other 
central  and  territorial  agencies  are  also  legal  managers  of  Soviet  forests.4 
Apart  from  Gosleskhoz,  none  of  these  organs  engages  in  commercial  lum¬ 
bering  operations.  (See  chapter  2.)  In  essence,  we  are  talking  about  forest 
administration  in  terms  of  one  significantly  large  absentee  forest  landlord 
and  numerous  smaller  forest  landlords  similar  to  those  in  the  capitalist 
world,  not  a  unified  forest  management  system.  (By  way  of  comparison, 
the  U.S.  Forestry  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  together 
manage  approximately  21  percent  of  U.S.  territory.)5 

Water  management  falls  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Minvodkhoz  (the 
Ministry  of  Land  Reclamation  and  Water  Resources),  Gosleskhoz  (for 
water  flowing  through  state  forests),  the  Ministry  of  Geology  (for  under¬ 
ground  water  resources),  Minrybkhoz  (the  Ministry  of  the  Fish  Indus¬ 
try)  (for  the  management  of  water  for  raising  fish  stock),  the  State  Agro- 
Industrial  Committee  (for  water  on  agricultural  land),  the  Ministry  of 
Power  and  Electrification  (for  dam  construction  and  the  use  of  water  for 
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hydroelectricity),  Minzdrav  (the  Ministry  of  Health)  (for  water  affecting 
public  health),  and  more  recently,  Goskomgidromet  (the  State  Committee 
on  Hydrometeorology  and  Environmental  Protection),  which  has  authority 
to  monitor  water  quality  but  not  to  make  proposals  or  enforce  regulations. 
The  interaction  of  multiple  users  and  administrators  understandably  cre¬ 
ates  conflict  in  the  implementation  of  water  management  programs.  A 
major  conflict,  as  Thane  Gustafson’s  research  has  shown,  is  the  assignment 
of  priority  of  use  between  Minvodkhoz  and  the  Ministry  of  Power  and 
Electrification  during  peak  times,  when  water  is  scarce  and  there  is  insuffi¬ 
cient  flow  to  supply  both  irrigation  and  electric  power  needs.6 

The  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee  administers  the  land  fund,  ex¬ 
cluding  forest  land  under  the  management  of  other  agencies,  land  in  cities 
and  settled  areas,  and  land  for  reclamation  bordering  reservoirs  and  other 
water  sources.  Among  all  the  central  organs,  it  has  the  greatest  competence 
in  the  management  of  protected  reserves,  but  Gosleskhoz  and  the  USSR 
Academy  of  Sciences  also  exercise  jurisdiction.  Underground  resources  are 
administered  by  the  Ministry  of  Geology,  except  where  they  are  located  in 
forested  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of  other  agencies,  such  as  Gosleskhoz, 
the  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee,  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences,  or 
the  municipalities.  Multiple  management  in  the  Soviet  system  precludes 
the  possibility  of  a  private  owner,  who  might  have  a  vested  interest  in  the 
conservation  of  the  resource.  All  the  managers  are  bureaucrats  in  partial 
charge  of  a  resource  whose  protection  is  only  one  facet  of  their  total  man¬ 
agement  activities. 

Planning,  as  was  shown  in  chapter  2,  is  no  more  unified.  The  participa¬ 
tion  of  the  many  territorial  and  functional  agencies  in  the  centipede  system 
frustrates  the  development  of  comprehensive  planning  methods.  Fragmen¬ 
tation  affects  the  organization  of  control  and  monitoring.  Some  twelve 
central  agencies  are  authorized  to  monitor  water  resource  use;  nine  agen¬ 
cies  monitor  land  use  and  soil  conservation;  fifteen,  air  pollution  control; 
and  six,  forest  use.  Six  agencies  supervise  protected  land  (see  table  2.2). 
The  designation  of  lead  agencies  does  not  do  away  with  the  problem  of 
coordination.  The  areas  of  air,  water,  and  land  and  soil  have  two  or  more 
lead  agencies.  Moreover,  whenever  a  multiplicity  of  semiautonomous  in¬ 
stitutions,  each  with  its  own  highly  specialized  jurisdictional  sector,  attempt 
to  work  together,  institutional  friction  is  inevitable. 
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Fragmentation  is  most  glaring  in  the  area  of  expertise.  Twenty-six  dif¬ 
ferent  central  organs  are  charged  with  the  investigation  of  the  protection  of 
water  quality  alone.  The  proliferation  of  expert  agencies  has  produced  an 
overlap  of  experts,  and  Soviet  scientists  have  repeatedly  criticized  minis¬ 
tries  responsible  for  the  administration  of  expert  institutes  for  being  “nar¬ 
rowly  departmental.”7  The  establishment  of  lead  agencies  and  supra-  or 
intrabranch  coordinating  committees  has  been  no  more  successful  here 
than  in  the  environmental  management  area.  The  1972  joint  resolution 
designates  gknt  and  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  as  the  lead  agencies 
in  the  identification  and  solution  of  problems  related  to  resource  use  and 
environmental  protection.  The  difficulties  gknt  has  in  carrying  out  such  a 
mandate  are  indicated  by  the  1983  USSR  Council  of  Ministers’  resolution 
citing  the  committee  for  failure  to  be  more  effective.8 

The  territorial  organization  of  environmental  management  further  frag¬ 
ments  jurisdictional  authority.  For  one  thing,  the  territorial  subdivision  of 
a  central  ministry  may  not  necessarily  manage  the  corresponding  regional 
area.  The  Chief  Administration  for  Nature  Protection,  Nature  Reserva¬ 
tions,  and  Forest  and  Game  Preserves  is  under  the  State  Agro-Industrial 
Committee.  However,  the  rsfsr’s  corresponding  republican  organ,  the 
Committee  for  Environmental  Protection,  Nature  Reservations,  and  Forest 
and  Game  Preserves,  is  attached  to  the  rsfsr  Council  of  Ministers,  an 
organizational  arrangement  common  to  many  other  republics.  As  a  result, 
the  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee  exercises  full  administrative  authority 
only  over  the  fourteen  zapovedniki  and  nature  reserves  within  all-union 
jurisdiction.  This  authority  is  contingent  upon  the  intervention  of  Gosles- 
khoz  and  the  Institute  of  Nature  Protection  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  in 
areas  that  come  under  their  jurisdiction.9  The  arrangement  undermines  the 
Chief  Administration’s  ability  to  promote  a  single  nationwide  plan  for  the 
management  of  protected  areas.  When  the  law  on  the  protection  of  wild 
animals  came  under  public  discussion  in  1980,  one  writer  asked  that  the 
duplication  and  parallelism  in  the  USSR  game  preserve  management  sys¬ 
tem  be  eliminated  and  that  the  three  existing  game  inspectorates  be  united 
into  one  control  organ.10 

Even  when  the  subordinate  unit  is  responsible  to  the  superior  ministry, 
administrative  routing  frequently  leads  a  subordinate  department  to  dif¬ 
ferent  superior  departments  within  the  same  ministry.  For  example,  river 
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basin  administrations  that  manage  interrepublican  waterways  or  water 
sources  of  national  and  international  significance,  such  as  Lake  Baikal,  or 
the  Caspian  and  Baltic  seas,  are  directly  subordinate  to  the  USSR  Min- 
vodkhoz.  The  administrations  of  river  basins  located  totally  within  the 
borders  of  one  republic  are  indirectly  responsible  to  the  USSR  Minvod- 
khoz  through  the  republican  ministry."  However,  the  rsfsr  river  basin 
administrations  are  subordinated  to  one  department  of  the  rsfsr  Minvod- 
khoz  in  matters  regarding  water  use  and  conservation  as  far  as  the  economy 
is  concerned,  and  to  other  departments  where  technology  and  methodology 
are  concerned,  the  latter  departments  being  more  directly  linked  to  their 
central  units  in  the  USSR  Minvodkhoz.12  At  the  operational  level,  the 
system  impedes  coordination  of  policy  implementation  where  it  is  most 
needed.  To  take  the  river  basin  administrations  again  as  an  example: 
Financing  comes  out  of  the  single  state  water  resource  budget  that  is  de¬ 
veloped  and  allocated  by  the  USSR  ministry,  but  the  majority  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  decisions  may  be  taken  only  after  securing  the  agreement  of 
the  other  interested  parties,  such  as  industry,  the  local  ses  (Sanitary  and 
Epidemiological  Service),  and  Fish  Conservation  Service.13  As  these  par¬ 
ties  must  also  clear  their  decisions  with  their  organizational  superiors, 
decisionmaking  is  thrown  back  to  the  ministerial  hierarchies  in  Moscow, 
which  have  no  direct  knowledge  of  the  actual  situation  in  the  field.  Munici¬ 
pal  subdepartments  of  environmental  agencies  face  a  similar  problem. 
Every  action  must  be  cleared  with  the  units’  bureaucratic  superiors  after 
discussion  with  all  relevant  local  interests.  The  latter  have  to  clear  any 
proposals  they  may  make  with  their  central  organs,  which  must  then  agree 
among  themselves.  Neither  the  local  environmental  agent  nor  industrial 
polluter  can  come  to  any  agreement  independently  of  the  central  bureau¬ 
cracies. 

The  constant  referral  of  problems  to  the  top  of  the  hierarchy  cries  out 
for  more  horizontal  communication  at  the  middle  and  lower  levels  of  Soviet 
administration,  where  the  issues  are  best  understood.  Chapter  5  looks  at 
the  ways  in  which  republican  and  local  officials  have  attempted  to  coordi¬ 
nate  public  policy  at  these  levels.  However,  improved  coordination  will  not 
do  away  with  the  basic  problem.  A  city  may  pass  as  many  pollution  control 
regulations  as  it  pleases,  but  with  the  exception  of  city  enterprises  and 
transport  under  municipal  administration,  the  city  government  cannot 
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force  the  polluters  to  take  action.  The  polluting  factories  will  only  take 
measures  upon  orders  from  their  ministerial  superiors. 

In  sum,  the  fragmentation  of  Soviet  environmental  administrative  re¬ 
sponsibility  places  the  central  environmental  agencies  and  their  local  sub¬ 
ordinates  in  the  position  of  having  jurisdiction  over  segments  of  environ¬ 
mental  policy,  part  of  which  they  must  also  share  with  other  agencies 
competing  for  the  same  jurisdictional  territory.  The  location  of  decision¬ 
making  at  the  center  undermines  the  initiative  local  officials  might  have  in 
working  toward  better  coordination,  since  no  major  pollution  control  mea¬ 
sure  may  be  undertaken  without  the  approval  of  the  central  authorities. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  problem  is  one  of  gaps  in  organization.  Limited 
authority  does  not  result  from  the  transferral  of  decisionmaking  to  the  top, 
but  rather  from  the  subordination  of  environmental  regulation  to  local  and 
regional  economic  interests  in  the  face  of  a  weak  or  nonexistent  central 
environmental  authority.  The  associations  of  labor  (the  enterprises),  the 
communes,  and  sociopolitical  organizations  are  required  by  law  to  adhere 
to  environmental  conservation  principles  (Article  236  of  the  Law  on  Asso¬ 
ciated  Labor) 14  and  to  establish  environmental  protection  councils  or  com¬ 
mittees  within  the  enterprise,  siz  (community  of  interest),  and  commune. 
As  was  noted  in  chapter  2,  the  only  centralized  environmental  agencies  are 
the  public  health  and  water  organizations,  which  operate  at  all  levels  of 
government.  While  the  public  health  structure  was  never  totally  decen¬ 
tralized  when  self-management  was  adopted,  the  development  of  water 
management  from  1965  to  the  present  indicates  the  difficulties  environ¬ 
mental  agents  faced  under  the  self-management  system  and  a  possible 
path  that  could  be  taken  in  the  future  development  of  other  environmental 
management  areas. 

From  1945  to  1953,  all  water  management  was  directed  by  the  cen¬ 
tralized  government  authorities.  From  1953  to  1965,  management  con¬ 
tinued  under  centralized  direction,  but  with  a  slight  shift  in  focus  to  the 
republican  level.  With  the  introduction  of  self-management  in  1965,  water 
management  organizations  were  put  on  the  same  footing  as  other  work 
organizations  and,  like  these,  had  to  seek  their  own  funding.  At  that  time, 
water  management  activities  were  differentiated  into  two  categories.  The 
first  related  to  water  management  construction  projects  such  as  flood  con¬ 
trol,  river  training,  erosion,  and  spring  run-off;  the  second,  to  water  con- 
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sumption  and  conservation.  The  first  category  was  financed  with  funds 
from  the  republican  and  provincial  accounts.  Each  year  the  water  manage¬ 
ment  authorities  negotiated  operating  costs  with  republican  and  provin¬ 
cial  representatives.  The  second  category  was  put  on  a  self-management 
basis  whereby  funding  had  to  be  obtained  from  banks  or  from  water 
consumers.  From  1974  on,  all  water  management  was  turned  over  to  self¬ 
management,15  and  in  1975,  the  siz  for  water  management  began  opera¬ 
tion  on  a  republic-by-republic  basis.  Since  that  time,  water  management 
districts  have  gradually  been  defined,  with  four  administrative  regions 
in  Croatia,  nine  in  Serbia,  and  fewer  in  the  remaining  republics  and 
provinces.  The  regional  siz  administrations  first  formed  a  republican  water 
management  association,  and  in  1979,  the  existing  republican  water  orga¬ 
nizations  formed  an  umbrella  League  of  siz  for  Water  Management  (Savez 
sizova  za  vodoprivredu).16 

These  organizational  changes  have  restored  a  degree  of  centralization 
within  the  self-management  framework.  The  centralized  water  authority 
that  existed  prior  to  1975  remains  in  the  form  of  the  secretariat  for  agricul¬ 
ture,  forestry,  and  water  management  at  the  republican  and  federal  levels. 
The  hierarchical  siz  structure  and  development  of  the  League  umbrella 
organization  means  that  water  is  subject  to  more  centralized  direction  than 
any  other  resource.  However,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal  secretariat  is 
severely  limited.  There  is  no  federal  water  inspectorate,  and  water  manage¬ 
ment  remains  essentially  under  republican  control.  Most  important,  the 
federal  government  cannot  compel  adherence  to  federal  interrepublican 
environmental  laws. 

Management  of  the  other  natural  resources  and  environmental  areas  is 
less  bureaucratically  organized.  While  forests  are  under  public  ownership 
and  are  administered  by  the  federal  and  republican  secretariats  for  agricul¬ 
ture,  forests,  and  water  management,  their  exploitation  is  by  regional  self¬ 
managing  organizations.  A  federal  law  on  forests  passed  in  1965  attempted 
to  mandate  a  single  standardized  planning  document  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  throughout  the  country.  Self-management  undermined  the  intent  of 
the  law,  and  since  then  the  republics  have  passed  their  own  laws  (see 
appendix  2),  each  establishing  their  own  forest  practices.17  Unlike  the  siz 
for  water  management,  there  is  no  forest  siz.  However,  the  forest  inspec¬ 
torates  are  organized  under  the  republican  secretariats,  and  if  problems  of 
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erosion  and  reforestation  become  severe  enough,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
law  to  prevent  the  development  of  a  siz  structure  for  forest  management. 
Revisions  in  Serbian  forestry  law 18  have  tightened  up  the  qualifications  for 
both  forest  inspectors  and  foresters,  as  well  as  the  regulations  on  forest 
practices,  indicating  an  increase  in  republican  support  for  more  efficient 
forest  management. 

The  siz  umbrella  structure  may  not  be  appropriate  for  all  environmental 
areas.  Land-use  management  in  Slovenia  has  taken  a  different  but  equally 
effective  route  in  its  creation  of  agricultural  land  associations.  A  1979 
amendment  strengthened  the  program  with  the  formation  of  a  republican 
union  of  agricultural  land  associations.  Each  association  is  made  up  of  agri¬ 
cultural,  forestry,  and  food-processing  organizations  of  associated  labor,  as 
well  as  delegates  from  the  local  siz,  work  enterprises,  and  sociopolitical 
organizations.  The  land  association  assemblies  are  empowered  to  make  all 
decisions  regarding  agricultural  land  use,  manage  the  communal  land  fund, 
and  approve  all  land  transactions  in  the  commune.19  While  Slovenia  so  far 
is  alone  in  having  passed  this  type  of  legislation,  her  example  is  being 
studied  by  the  other  republics.  Common  to  all  the  environmental  manage¬ 
ment  structures  developed  in  Yugoslavia  after  1974  is  the  need  to  fill  in 
organizational  discontinuities  and  to  centralize  existing  units  under  some 
coordinating  organ  at  the  republican  level.  The  biggest  gap  in  the  system  is 
the  absence  of  any  authoritative  interrepublican  or  federal  agency  that 
could  integrate  the  various  republican  practices  and  compel  compliance  to 
a  national  standard. 

Figure  3.2  gives  the  general  structure  of  Yugoslav  environmental  ad¬ 
ministration. 

The  figure  illustrates  two  unique  features  of  Yugoslav  environmental 
administration.  First,  in  addition  to  the  usual  legislative  and  governmental 
bodies  engaged  in  the  policy  process,  the  Yugoslavs  give  not  quite  equal 
place  to  the  economic  organs,  the  our  or  organizations  of  associated  labor. 
The  structure  of  the  economic  units  from  the  our  at  the  commune  level  to 
the  Assembly  for  the  Social  Federation  of  Work  parallels  the  governmental 
bodies.  In  conformity  with  its  Marxist  ideology,  however,  the  lowest  rung 
on  both  the  economic  and  social  (governmental)  ladders  is  the  basic  orga¬ 
nization  of  labor  (oour).  The  relation  between  the  economic  and  govern¬ 
mental  bodies  was  discussed  in  chapter  2:  namely,  each  economic  unit  is 
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represented  in  the  local  bodies  at  the  commune  level  and  in  the  chambers 
of  associated  work  at  the  opstina  and  republican  level. 

A  second  characteristic  feature  is  the  environmental  council  system.  As 
the  figure  shows,  both  the  our  and  the  governmental  organs  have  their 
hierarchies  of  environmental  councils.  Environmental  councils  are  to  be 
found  at  all  levels  of  government  and  throughout  the  economic  enterprise 
and  siz  structures.  Agreements  made  by  environmental  councils  in  the 
enterprise  and  siz  at  whatever  level  are  “self-managing”  and  independent 
of  decisions  made  by  the  opstini  councils.  All  self-managing  agreements, 
however,  are  in  the  form  of  contracts,  and  thus  legally  binding.  The  kinds 
of  actions  that  environmental  councils  in  the  siz  and  enterprise  units  may 
take  are  indicated  in  the  center  of  the  figure. 

The  governmental  system  of  environmental  councils  is  to  be  found  in 
the  left  side  of  the  diagram.  Enterprises  and  siz  have  their  input  into  these 
councils  through  their  representation  in  the  chambers  of  associated  work 
at  the  opstina  and  republican  level,  and  the  election  by  these  chambers  of 
delegates  to  the  Federal  Chamber  in  the  sfry  Skupstina. 

The  law  requires  that  there  be  a  committee,  department,  or  council  of 
environmental  protection  (ep)  attached  to  the  executive  organs  at  every 
level  of  government.  The  council  is  advisory  only.  Its  main  purpose  is  to 
collect  information  on  the  status  of  the  environment  within  its  territory 
and  to  make  recommendations  for  action  to  the  responsible  governmental 
organ.  At  the  commune  administrative  level  are  the  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  organs,  and,  in  the  cities,  urbanism  councils  attached  to  the  opstina 
executive.  At  the  republican  and  provincial  level  there  are  the  environ¬ 
mental  protection  and  urbanism  councils  attached  to  the  republican  and 
provincial  executive.  Interopstina  and  interrepublican  coordination  takes 
place  at  this  level.  To  provide  overall  direction  to  this  activity  a  Federal 
Council  on  the  Human  Environment  and  Territorial  Planning  was  formed 
in  June  1974.  Like  its  republican  and  local  counterparts,  its  chief  purpose 
is  to  collect  information,  to  articulate  environmental  concerns  throughout 
Yugoslavia,  and  to  propose  environmental  measures  for  federal  legisla¬ 
tion.20  The  council  has  working  groups  in  all  areas  of  environmental  con¬ 
cern.  It  further  serves  as  an  interrepublican  forum  for  information  ex¬ 
change  and  a  center  for  public  education  on  environmental  issues. 

While  every  opstina  should  have  a  council  on  environmental  protection, 
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Social  Organizations 


Federation 

Federal  Legislature 

1 _ 

Federal  Organs. 

1 

Executive  Council 

1 

EP  Council 

Republic 

1 

Republican  Legislature 

1 

1 

- 1 

Executive  Council 

1 - Republican  organs - ,-1 

Rep.  Committee  for 
Urb.  and  EP 
I  (35  members) 

1  (see  below) 

Opstini 

I - i - 1 

Opstina  Legislature  1  Executive  Council 

I -  Opstina  organs  - ._1 

|  ' 

Opstina  EP  Committee 

I 

Control  and  inspection 

I - 1 - 1 

Federal  Republican  Opstina 

I _ 1 _ l 


Republican  Committee  for  Urb.  and  EP 

Sections  in  the  Consulting 

Delegates  committee  expert  bodies 


Nature  and  Ecology 

1 1  members 

Urban  Environment 

9  members 

and  Development 

Working  Environment 

9  members 

and  Development 

Health  and  Nutrition 

1 1  members 

Infrastructure 

9  members 

Legal  Regulations 

1 1  members 

- Proposals  for  environmental  legislation,  regulations,  or  agreements 

- Influence  in  planning  and  legislation 

Source:  Republican  Committee  for  Urbanism  and  Environmental  Protection.  Macedonia. 


78 


Organizations  of  Associated  Labor 


Legislation 


Federation 

i - 

Social  Federation 
for  Work  Assembly 


I 

Executive  Council 
Federal  Council 
for  EP 


Commissions 

Republic 


i — - - 1 

Republic  Executive  Council 

Assembly  Republic  EP  Council 

' - - - i 

Commissions 

Opstini 

I - 1 

Opstina  Executive  Council 

Assembly  Opstina  EP  Council 

i - — i 


Federation 
Federal  Laws 
water,  air,  EP 


"~7 


Republic 
Republican  Laws 
all  areas  of  EP 


Opstini 

Opstina  agreements 
(local  regulations) 


Local  community 


Local  bodies 
1 


EP  Council  - - 


siz 


EP  Council  ~ 

_ 1 


Local  community 
•v  Local  agreements  (stimulus, 
'  incentives,  constraints) 


SIZ 

Self-management  acts 
(projects,  programs) 


Organizations  of  Associated  Labor 


OUR 


Bodies 

1 _ 


EP  Council  — 

_ 1 


Self-management  acts 
(projects,  programs,  monitoring) 


Interrepublican  and  International  Cooperation 

-> - 1 - 1 - 1 - p  Realization  by  -| - 1 - 1 - p— <£■ 

Soc.  Fed.  Organization  siz  Local  Opstini  Republic  Federation  Other 

of  Work  Associated  communities 
Labor 


1 - 

On  the  basis  of  social 

agreements  and  self¬ 
management  decisions: 
programs,  scientific 
research,  monitoring, 
education,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  environmental 
cadres 

System  of  Planning  and  Planning  of 
Construction  of  Buildings  and  ^ 
Structures 

— - - Information  and 


- 1 

On  the  basis  of  fees  from  income 
and  other  sources  to  acquire  funds  for 
protection  of  human  and  working 
environment 


Laws  of  Associated  Labor, 
^  Planning,  etc. 

Documentation  Center - 


79 


Chapter  Three 


Table  3.1  Environmental  Bodies  and  Organs  on  the  Opstina  Level  (Number) 


Year 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Number  of  surveyed  opstini 

1967 

399 

89 

— 

1976 

203 

107 

30 

Special  council 

1967 

36 

4 

5 

1976 

59 

14 

9 

Council  with  related  functions 

1967 

278 

50 

65 

No  corresponding  council 

1967 

85 

35 

9 

1976 

Special  administrative  organ 

1967 

43 

6 

7 

1976 

26 

14 

1 

Organ  with  related  functions 

1967 

139 

26 

28 

1976 

38 

32 

2 

Functions  performed  by 

1967 

207 

57 

44 

another  organ 

1976 

139 

61 

26 

No  competent  organ 

1976 

10 

— 

— 

1977 

Source:  sfry,  Savezno  izverSno  vece  i  izverSna  veca  republika  i  pokrajina,  Savet  za  Covekovu 
sredinu  i  postorno  uredjenje  (Federal  Executive  Council  and  executive  councils  of  the  republics 
and  provinces.  Council  for  the  Environment  and  Territorial  Management),  Covekova  sredina  i 


communes  have  been  slow  in  establishing  a  separate  environmental  organ, 
preferring  instead  to  assign  the  environmental  advisory  function  to  an  al¬ 
ready  existing  committee.  (See  table  3.1.)  The  body  that  has  most  com¬ 
monly  assumed  this  task  is  the  council  for  urban  development.  A  1976 
survey  further  confirmed  that  while  inspectorates  were  organized  in  the 
areas  of  urban  development,  water,  and  health  in  all  the  republics  and 
provinces,  they  existed  at  the  commune  level  only  in  large  cities.21 

In  addition  to  the  organs  attached  to  the  government  administration, 
there  is  a  network  of  expert  institutions,  some  independent,  some  attached 
to  a  siz,  that  play  a  considerable  role  in  environmental  management  in  the 
areas  of  planning  and  monitoring.  These  include  public  health  institutes, 
institutes  for  urban  planning,  institutes  for  the  protection  of  cultural  and 
natural  monuments,  institutes  for  urban  construction,  and  the  main  office 
of  the  administration  of  rural  engineering.  Table  3.2  indicates  the  growth 
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Macedonia 

Montenegro  Slovenia 

Serbia 

Total  Serbia  proper 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

— 

18 

4 

— 

137 

— 

— 

— 

5 

5 

11 

6 

_ 

_ 

_ 

3 

1 

14 

18 

12 

— 

6 

20 

8 

30 

104 

— 

— 

— 

2 

5 

8 

26 

— 

— 

— 

7 

7 

11 

5 

_ 

_ 

_ 

2 

— 

5 

4 

3 

— 

1 

11 

4 

31 

39 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

4 

1 

— 

3 

8 

6 

7 

75 

— 

— 

— 

6 

4 

6 

36 

25 

1 

11 

— 

1 

1 

8 

— 

— 

— 

prosiorno  uredjenje  u  Jugoslaviji:  Pregled  stanja  (The  environment  and  land  use  in  Yugoslavia: 
An  overview  of  their  status)  (Belgrade:  oour  Publishing  House,  1978),  p.  145. 


pattern  for  the  institutes  most  specifically  concerned  with  environmental 
matters.  The  institutes  with  a  federal  structure,  such  as  the  hydrometeoro¬ 
logical  institutes  or  the  institutes  of  public  health,  have  specific  areas  of 
competence  at  each  administrative  level.  For  example,  the  Federal  Hy¬ 
drometeorological  Service  in  Belgrade  monitors  transboundary  air  and 
water  phenomena,  and  the  corresponding  republican  institute  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  intrarepublican  data.  When  the  Sava  River  flooded  in  the  spring 
of  1981  and  threatened  to  pollute  Belgrade’s  underground  water  supply, 
the  Serbian  Republican  Institute  of  Public  Health  published  the  daily 
monitoring  reports  of  water  quality,  while  the  city  health  authorities  were 
charged  with  issuing  a  water  alert  should  it  be  necessary.22 

Table  3.3  indicates  that  the  number  of  expert  environmental  institutes 
has  not  changed  over  the  past  ten  years. 

What  has  changed  for  the  majority  of  them  is  the  need  to  finance  their 
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Table  3.2  Survey  of  Environmental  Bodies  and  Organs 
at  the  Republican  and  Provincial  Level 


Body 


Legislature 

Executive 

council 

Administrative 

organs 

sr  Bosnia- 

Committee  for 

Committee  for 

Republican 

Herzegovina 

Urbanism  and 

Territorial 

Secretariat  for 

Public  Housing 

Management  and 
the  Protection  and 
Improvement  of 
the  Environment 

Urbanism, 
Housing,  and 
Public  Services 

sr  Croatia 

Committee  for 

Council  for 

Republican 

Territorial 

Environmental 

Secretariat  for 

Management, 

Protection  and 

Urbanism, 

Public  Housing 

Territorial 

Construction, 

Policy,  and 

Environmental 

Protection 

Management 

Housing,  and 
Public  Services 

sr  Macedonia 

sr  Montenegro 

Committee  for 
Urbanism 

Republican 
Secretariat  for 
Urbanism, 
Housing,  and 
Public  Works 
Republican 
Secretariat  for 
the  Economy 

sr  Slovenia 

Committee  for 
Territorial 
Management, 
Urbanism,  and 
the  Environment 

Republican 
Secretariat  for 
Urbanism, 
Committee  for 
Environmental 
Protection 

sr  Serbia 

Commission  for 

Committee  for 

Republican 

the  Protection 

Environmental 

Secretariat  for 

and  Improve¬ 
ment  of  the 

Environment 

Protection 

Urbanism, 
Housing,  and 
Public  Works 

sap  Kosovo 

Commission  for 
the  Environment 
and  Territorial 
Management 

Provincial 
Secretariat  for 
Urbanism, 
Housing,  and 
Public  Works 
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Table  3.2  ( Continued ) 

Body 

Executive 

Administrative 

Legislature 

council 

organs 

sap  Vojvodina 

Committee  for  the 

Provincial 

Protection  and 

Secretariat  for 

Improvement  of 

Urbanism, 

the  Environment 

Housing,  and 

Public  Works 

Source:  P.  146  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 


work  by  making  “self-managing”  agreements  with  interested  parties  for 
research  and  project  preparation.  As  stated  in  chapter  2,  only  institutes 
attached  to  a  si z  can  be  assured  of  funding.  The  Serbian  Republican  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Public  Health  receives  119  million  of  its  130  million  dinar  annual 
budget  from  the  health  siz.23  By  contrast,  the  Jaroslav  terni  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Institute  in  Belgrade,  one  of  the  largest  and  most  prestigious  in  Yu¬ 
goslavia,  obtains  only  4-5  percent  of  its  200  million  dinar  budget  from  the 
Serbian  siz  for  Science.  The  rest  of  the  money  comes  through  work  con¬ 
tracts.24  Since  there  is  no  officially  designated  expert  agent  in  Yugoslavia,  a 
commune  may  turn  to  any  expert  institute  it  wishes  for  consultation,  and 
institutes  must  compete  among  each  other  for  contracts.  Table  3.3  shows 
that  the  contract  system  has  encouraged  the  disparity  in  environmental 
practice  between  the  republics,  with  a  concentration  of  environmental  con¬ 
trol  mechanisms  in  the  more  industrialized  republics  of  Serbia,  Croatia, 
and  Slovenia.  Only  the  wealthiest  communes  can  afford  to  sign  agreements 
for  monitoring  and  laboratory  expertise.  The  monitoring  of  the  rural  areas 
is  left  to  the  appropriate  republican  institutes  and  has  been  poorly  orga¬ 
nized.  The  richer  towns  are  also  able  to  appoint  expert  inspectors  or  to 
organize  their  own  inspectorates  in  the  critical  environmental  areas. 

The  USSR  has  gone  much  further  in  the  institutionalization  of  environ¬ 
mental  management  than  has  Yugoslavia,  whose  environmental  protection 
organs  are  still  in  the  process  of  formation.  Yet  greater  organization  has  not 
eliminated,  only  changed  the  character  of  administrative  fragmentation.  If 
the  centipede  promotes  fragmentation  by  excess  structure,  the  hydra  en- 
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Table  3.3  Institutes  for  Urbanism,  Protection  of  Cultural  Monuments, 
and  Environmental  Protection  (Number) 


Year 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Institutes  for  urbanism 

1967 

44 

7 

8 

1970 

54 

7 

8 

Institutes  for  the  protection 

1967 

24 

2 

7 

of  cultural  monuments 

1970 

24 

2 

7 

1976 

24 

— 

9 

Institutes  for  environmental 

1967 

3 

_ a 

1 

protection 

1970 

4 

— 

1 

1976 

5 

— 

1 

Institutes  for  the  protection  of 

1967 

3 

_ a 

1 

cultural  monuments  in  nature 

1970 

3 

— 

1 

1976 

7 

4 

1 

a.  The  functions  of  environmental  protection  in  Bosnia-Herzegovina  and  Macedonia  were  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Institute  for  the  Protection  of  Cultural  Monuments. 


courages  fragmentation  through  insufficient  structure.  The  constraints  on 
Soviet  environmental  agents  come  from  the  splintering  of  administrative 
responsibility  into  multiple  overlapping  segments,  setting  the  environmen¬ 
tal  agencies  at  a  disadvantage  against  the  monopoly  power  of  the  branch 
ministries.  The  constraints  on  the  Yugoslav  environmental  agents  derive 
from  the  virtual  absence  of  any  central  coordinating  authority.  In  such  a 
situation,  environmental  agents  are  sought  after  by  the  wealthier  republics 
and  communes  but  find  little  support  in  the  more  disadvantaged  regions. 


The  weakness  of  the  enforcement  system.  Chapter  2  commented  on  the 
generally  low  level  of  fines  in  the  Soviet  Union.  But  all  fines  are  not  equally 
low.  Weak  enforcement  is  promoted  as  much  by  the  arbitrary  character  of 
the  sums  involved  as  by  the  actual  amount  of  the  fine.  For  example,  the 
highest  fine  for  illegally  catching  a  river  fish  is  400  rubles,  while  for  illegally 
catching  any  kind  of  whale  the  fine  is  50,000  rubles.25  Fines  for  illegally 
cutting  timber  in  the  first  category  of  protected  forests  range  from  a  low  of 
eleven  rubles  for  a  tree  of  less  than  five  inches  in  diameter  to  over  157 
rubles  for  a  tree  of  over  eighteen  inches  in  diameter.  The  poacher  could 
probably  get  at  least  double  the  amount  of  the  fine  if  he  sold  the  wood.26 
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Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia  proper 

Serbia 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

4 

5 

6 

11 

1 

1 

5 

5 

6 

19 

1 

1 

5 

1 

2 

5 

1 

1 

5 

1 

2 

5 

1 

1 

5 

1 

2 

5 

1 

1 

_ a 

1 

— 

1 

0 

0 

— 

1 

— 

1 

0 

1 

— 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

_ a 

— 

2 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

2 

— 

— 

— 

Source:  P.  147  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 


Suggestions  have  been  made  to  increase  the  fine  for  poaching,  as  well  as  to 
change  the  poaching  regulations.  At  present,  the  offender  is  liable  only  if 
he  is  caught  with  his  dead  quarry.  Ironically,  the  game  warden  may  not 
arrest  a  man  before  he  shoots,  but  must  wait  until  the  damage  has  been 
done.27 

In  addition,  the  all-union  laws  specify  what  should  be  done  to  clean 
up  the  environment  but  are  not  clear  on  what  sanctions  should  follow 
upon  nonperformance.  The  determining  factor  in  distinguishing  between  a 
minor  environmental  offense  and  a  crime  committed  against  the  environ¬ 
ment  is  the  magnitude  of  the  danger  brought  upon  society.  The  all-union 
laws  leave  the  decision  as  to  the  degree  of  severity  and  type  of  offense  that 
constitutes  a  criminal  violation  up  to  the  union  republics.  During  the 
1 970s,  republican  criminal  codes  were  updated  to  include  environmental 
offenses.  Under  the  rsfsr  Criminal  Code,  certain  forms  of  air  and  water 
pollution,  violations  of  regulations  on  exploiting  the  continental  shelf  and 
underground  resources,  and  poaching  and  the  illegal  sale  or  purchase  of 
furs  or  pelts  are  criminal  offenses.  However,  the  maximum  prison  sentence 
for  violation  in  all  cases  is  three  years.28  Administrative  sanctions  range 
from  moral  sanctions  and  fines  administered  by  a  comrade’s  court  to  an 
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order  closing  down  the  offending  enterprise,  loss  of  employment,  discipli¬ 
nary  action,  and  restitution  of  damage.  An  order  of  the  Presidium  of  the 
USSR  Supreme  Soviet  in  1976  increased  personal  liability  to  10,000  rubles 
and  enterprise  liability  to  100,000  rubles.29  While  10,000  rubles  may  serve 
as  a  deterrent  to  individuals,  the  penalty  for  enterprises  is  very  modest, 
particularly  when  the  fine  may  be  included  in  operating  costs. 

A  third  factor  that  has  contributed  to  the  weakness  of  enforcement  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  environmental  area  has  been  the  question  of  damage  liability. 
Technically,  restitution  for  damage  comes  under  Article  88  of  the  All- 
Union  Fundamentals  of  Civil  Law,  but  the  law  is  not  clear  in  its  definition 
of  what  constitutes  damage,  what  are  the  economic  costs  incurred,  who  or 
what  organization(s)  are  responsible,  and  who  is  the  legal  property  owner 
or  user.  The  determination  of  damage  liability  has  thus  tended  to  be  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  through  court  and  state  arbitration  commission  deci¬ 
sions.  For  example,  in  1977,  the  USSR  Supreme  Soviet  ruled  that  damage 
caused  by  mineral  resource  users  on  agricultural  land  could  be  liquidated 
by  the  payment  of  a  sum  equal  to  the  calculation  of  the  expenditure  neces¬ 
sary  to  restore  the  land  to  its  previous  level  of  fertility.30  As  regards  damage 
to  land  caused  by  flooding,  drying  up,  salting,  or  the  creation  of  swamps,  a 
1978  USSR  Council  of  Ministers  resolution  determined  that  restitution  of 
damage  would  follow  the  guidelines  for  damage  payments  on  agricultural 
land  taken  out  of  agricultural  use.31  These  regulations  solved  the  question 
of  payment  for  land  that  may  have  been  under  cultivation  but  not  for 
damaged  land  that  was  not  under  cultivation.  To  what  level  should  this 
land  be  restored?  Should  land  reclamation  go  so  far  as  to  render  the 
damaged  land  fertile  for  every  type  of  agriculture?  So  far,  the  regulations 
handed  down  in  the  1970s  have  only  begun  to  attack  a  thorny  problem. 

Establishing  legal  responsibility  for  damage  is  as  problematic  as  deter¬ 
mining  damage  costs.  If  a  contractor  violates  the  law,  is  his  enterprise 
liable  or  the  enterprise  that  employed  his  services?  The  1976  Standards 
and  Rules  for  Construction  forbid  builders  to  allow  pollution  of  agricul¬ 
tural  and  other  valuable  lands  by  production  wastes.  The  practice  has  been 
for  the  contractor  to  place  waste  sites  on  adjacent  property  and  to  violate 
boundary  lines.  By  law  the  contracting  industrial  or  agricultural  enterprise 
is  obliged  to  make  sure  the  contractor  will  not  damage  his  land  or  the 
adjacent  property.  In  the  case  of  violation,  the  dispute  may  be  taken  to  the 
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court  or  state  arbitration  commission.  But  the  law  is  silent  on  whether  the 
customer  or  the  construction  organization  is  liable  for  the  damage  done  on 
the  adjacent  property.32 

The  fact  that  liability  decisions  tend  to  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  affords  violators  ample  opportunity  to  evade  the  law  and  creates  un¬ 
certainty  for  the  environmental  inspectors  as  to  whether  an  individual  or 
an  organization  is  liable  or  not.  A  particularly  interesting  case  that  came 
before  a  state  arbitration  committee  involved  a  train  that  hit  a  deer.  The 
question  was  whether  there  was  administrative  liability,  and,  if  there  was, 
who  was  the  legally  accountable  person:  the  locomotive  enterprise  or  the 
engineer?  The  decision  was  that  no  liability  was  involved  since  no  sign  had 
been  installed  warning  the  driver  of  a  deer  crossing.  If  there  had  been,  the 
driver,  not  the  railroad,  would  have  been  liable  for  failure  to  observe  the 
sign,  and  he  would  have  been  charged  the  value  of  the  killed  deer.33 

A  particularly  notorious  question  of  criminal  liability  arose  in  the  pollu¬ 
tion  of  the  Kaya  River  near  Irkutsk  by  industrial  discharges  from  an  oil 
and  fat  combine.  The  Baikal  Basin  Administration  fined  the  director  of 
the  combine  thirty  rubles  (!)  in  1972,  which  the  director  refused  to  pay, 
denying  his  liability  in  the  matter.  Instead,  he  filed  suit  against  the  Baikal 
Administration.  In  1979,  the  case  came  before  the  raion  (district)  court, 
which  fined  the  chief  engineer  responsible  for  the  operation  of  the  sewage 
treatment  system  100  rubles.  The  director  was  never  even  called  to  testify. 
The  Izvestia  reporter  of  the  story  demanded  that  all  guilty  persons  be 
punished,  inferring  that  the  director  was  as  liable  as  his  engineer.34  The 
problem  of  liability  was  clearly  of  sufficient  dimensions  to  prompt  a  prose¬ 
cutor  in  the  public  prosecutor’s  office  in  Moscow  to  ask  that  the  1980  Air 
Quality  Control  Law  contain  specific  statements  as  to  which  violations 
individuals,  officials,  and  enterprises  would  be  held  accountable  for.35 

A  final  negative  aspect  of  Soviet  enforcement  is  the  shared  jurisdiction 
of  governmental  agencies  over  state  land  use.  In  rural  areas,  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  planning  land  use  and  development  is  borne  jointly  by  the  Senior 
Raion  Land  Tenant  of  the  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee  and  the  Raion 
Architect  representing  the  USSR  Gosstroi.  Lacking  a  clear  separation  of 
jurisdictional  areas,  the  division  between  agricultural  and  nonagricultural 
land  has  become  blurred,  so  that  in  rural  areas  there  are  industrial  enter¬ 
prises  on  collective  and  state  farm  lands,  while  in  urban  areas,  industrial 
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properties  are  required  to  engage  in  land  reclamation,  forest  belts  are 
planted,  and  rural  lands  are  reserved  by  municipal  administrations.  In 
the  absence  of  a  supervisory  body  to  administer  a  comprehensive  land- 
use  plan,  the  representatives  of  the  two  governmental  agencies  argue  as 
to  what  parcels  of  land  come  under  whose  administrative  competence. 
The  result  of  blurred  jurisdiction  is  a  continuing  problem  of  industrial 
encroachment  on  agricultural  land.36  The  problem  is  aggravated  by  the  fact 
that  the  land  management  service  which  monitors  land  use  has  only  the 
right  to  stop  agrotechnical  and  forest  reclamation  operations.  In  all  other 
instances,  the  inspectors  can  only  draw  up  the  appropriate  papers  and  send 
them  to  the  local  soviet  for  action.  Before  the  local  authorities  have  had  the 
time  to  come  to  a  decision,  the  polluting  enterprise  has  taken  additional 
numbers  of  acres  out  of  circulation.37 

Difficulties  in  the  enforcement  of  environmental  regulations  are  not  by 
any  means  unique  to  the  Soviet  Union.  What  is  unique  is  that  the  pol¬ 
luting  agencies  are  central  ministries  exercising  virtual  monopolies  in  their 
particular  areas.  When  the  delegation  of  enforcement  authority  is  frag¬ 
mented  and  violation  entails  nominal  penalties,  the  environmental  agents 
are  severely  limited  in  their  capacity  to  act.  The  solution  is  to  “play  the 
game”  and  compromise. 

In  Yugoslavia,  self-management  produces  a  different  set  of  problems. 
As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  penalties  are  low.  For  example,  the  1981  Serbian 
Law  on  Waste  Treatment  levies  fines  from  2,000  to  10,000  dinars  for  a 
minor  violation,  and  up  to  30,000  for  a  major  violation  of  the  law,38  while 
the  1975  Serbian  Water  Quality  Law  demands  fines  from  50,000  to  1  mil¬ 
lion  dinars  for  violations  by  enterprises  and  work  organizations.39  The  fine 
for  a  major  infraction  of  waste  treatment  regulations  amounts  to  less  than 
a  year’s  pay  for  the  average  worker  and  represents  virtually  nothing  for  an 
enterprise,  which  may  include  the  charge  in  its  operating  expenses  as  its 
counterpart  may  do  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Yugoslavs  blame  weak  enforcement  on  three  factors.  The  first  is  the 
legislation  itself.  As  in  other  countries,  the  environmental  laws  passed  in 
the  seventies  excluded  factories  built  prior  to  the  date  of  passage  from  the 
laws’  obligations  and  penalties.  In  addition,  exceptions  and  waivers  were 
made  for  new  factories,  thereby  increasing  the  already  existing  pollution. 
Yugoslav  officials  insist  that  money  is  the  primary  reason  for  failure.  Pollu- 
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tion  control  equipment  is  expensive  and  must  be  purchased  from  abroad, 
while  industries  are  hard-pressed  to  invest  their  earnings  in  other  areas. 
The  second  reason  for  the  lack  of  severity  in  enforcing  environmental  stan¬ 
dards  is  a  perceptual  one.  Yugoslavs  do  not  think  pollution  has  reached  a 
crisis  point  and  believe  there  is  plenty  of  time  to  do  something  about  it. 
For  example,  the  average  annual  emission  of  S02  per  inhabitant  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia  is  roughly  40  percent  of  the  United  Kingdom’s  and  half  that  of 
West  Germany.40  They  argue  that  although  still  only  a  developing  nation, 
the  country  has  already  taken  legal  precautions.  In  areas  where  a  crisis 
threatened  such  as  the  loss  of  agricultural  land  in  Slovenia,  the  republic 
intervened  in  an  efficient  manner.  Self-management  just  has  to  take  its 
course. 

The  final  factor  relates  to  a  question  of  alternatives.  Dust  from  coal 
furnaces  rains  down  on  Belgrade  and  Zagreb  during  the  winter  months, 
dispelled  only  when  the  wind  blows  strongly  enough  to  clean  the  air.  In  the 
early  1970s,  Yugoslavia  contracted  to  build  a  pipeline  from  the  Hungarian 
border  to  Belgrade.  Construction  was  halted  when  money  ran  out.  The 
plan  was  for  Belgrade  to  be  heated  by  Soviet  oil  or  natural  gas.  But  until 
construction  is  completed,  the  city  has  no  other  choice  but  to  burn  local 
high-sulphur  coal.  Energy  is  a  critical  factor  in  Yugoslav  industrial  de¬ 
velopment.  Macedonia  probably  has  been  the  most  afflicted  by  an  energy 
shortage,  and  the  republic  has  been  criticized  for  failure  to  build  energy 
installations.41  But  the  principal  problem  is  the  country’s  reliance  on  im¬ 
ported  crude  oil.  The  federal  energy  plan  up  to  the  year  2000  calls  for  the 
accelerated  development  of  domestic  energy  sources,  specifically  coal  and 
hydropower.  Conservation  has  already  had  some  effect  on  oil  consumption 
patterns,  but  Yugoslavia  did  not  embark  on  oil  conservation  measures  as 
rapidly  as  she  might  have  after  1973.42  Given  the  present  state  of  the  Yugo¬ 
slav  economy 43  there  can  be  no  question  that  in  current  Yugoslav  planning, 
energy  has  a  higher  priority  than  pollution.  It  is  a  costly  priority.  To  replace 
a  million  tons  of  imported  oil  valued  at  11  billion  dinars  with  a  domesti¬ 
cally  produced  fuel  source  is  estimated  to  require  an  investment  of  22 
billion  dinars.  Officials  believe  this  amount  can  be  raised  by  placing  a 
higher  tax  on  all  oil,  particularly  fuel  oil,  which  accounted  for  47  percent 
of  consumption  in  1980 44 

The  necessity  of  deciding  between  unpalatable  alternatives  presents  un- 
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solvable  dilemmas.  A  cement  factory  outside  of  Belgrade  is  coal-fired  and 
has  been  the  object  of  numerous  citizen  complaints  about  smoke  and  bad 
air.  The  citizens  are  also  employees  of  the  factory.  With  no  alternative  to 
coal,  the  environmental  authorities  must  either  close  the  plant  and  put  the 
workers  out  of  jobs,  accept  the  continued  payment  of  a  fine  by  the  factory, 
or  force  relocation.45  In  Kragujevac,  the  Serbian  Detroit,  citizens  have 
complained  about  the  fumes  from  the  paint  used  on  the  Zastava  automo¬ 
bile.  According  to  the  company’s  chief  environmental  engineer,  it  has  been 
impossible  to  take  measures  because  the  paint  is  protected  by  a  U.S.  patent 
and  the  company  is  unable  to  determine  the  paint’s  chemical  composition 
without  information  provided  by  the  U.S.  manufacturer.  So  the  company 
continues  to  pay  the  fines,  and  residents  continue  to  complain.46  Techno¬ 
logical  difficulties  place  the  environmental  agencies  in  an  untenable  situa¬ 
tion  where  administrative  sanctions  cannot  bring  about  the  desired  envi¬ 
ronmental  improvement. 

Valid  as  these  reasons  may  be  as  an  explanation  of  weak  enforcement, 
they  do  not  explain  why  public  drinking  water  supplies  have  become  con¬ 
taminated,  why  the  Sava  River  is  described  as  a  “dead”  river,  or  why 
newspapers  are  concerned  about  the  danger  of  disease  from  the  dumping 
of  sewage  into  waterways.47  One  answer  surely  lies  in  the  pace  of  urban 
growth  and  the  difficulty  of  developing  adequate  infrastructures.  But, 
neither  is  this  answer  completely  satisfying.  Kosovo  is  a  region  that  has 
experienced  only  twenty  years  of  development.  Millions  of  dinars  from  the 
more  advanced  regions  of  Yugoslavia  have  poured  into  the  area.  Yet,  in 
1979,  there  was  not  a  single  river  in  the  province  whose  water  quality  could 
be  classified  as  first  class  and  safe  for  drinking.  A  Belgrade  newspaper 
article  cited  the  opstini  in  Kosovo  for  failing  to  make  contractors  adhere  to 
regulations  requiring  the  consent  of  the  water  authorities  for  each  project. 
The  paper  further  claimed  that  waste  treatment  projects  developed  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  World  Health  Organization  had  not  been  implemented. 
The  report  insisted  that  the  fault  was  not  lack  of  opportunity  but  a  lack  of 
public  awareness.  Residents,  according  to  the  writer,  appeared  to  believe 
that  the  proper  place  for  trash  was  the  river!48 

Environmental  protection  is  not  yet  a  priority  of  local  government. 
Miliroje  Todorovic,  former  secretary  general  of  the  Council  on  the  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment,  believes  that  weak  enforce- 
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ment  is  primarily  a  matter  of  education.  But  the  main  problem  is  that  the 
self-management  system  is  too  decentralized  to  be  able  to  enforce  an  effec¬ 
tive  environmental  regulatory  policy.  Faced  with  difficult  choices  and  con¬ 
vinced  that  short-term  economic  gains  are  more  important  than  long-term 
environmental  objectives,  republican  and  local  environmental  officials  turn 
a  blind  eye  to  industrial  violations  because  industry  provides  the  much 
needed  money  to  keep  government  running. 

The  ambiguity  of  the  environmental  mandate.  In  all  stages  of  environ¬ 
mental  policy  activity,  the  environmental  agencies  in  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Yugoslavia  have  been  given  an  ambiguous  mandate.  They  are  a  derivative, 
not  a  primary  factor,  and  as  such  they  are  in  a  weak  position  as  regards 
agenda-building.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  environmental  department  is 
only  one  among  many  departments  in  gknt  and  Gosplan  that  are  respon¬ 
sible  respectively  for  national  technological  development  and  national  re¬ 
source  planning.  In  Yugoslavia,  similar  environmental  sections  exist  in  the 
federal  and  republican  planning  boards.  In  addition,  the  Federal  Council 
on  the  Human  Environment  and  Territorial  Management  is  empowered  to 
make  suggestions  for  environmental  measures,  and  to  bring  environmental 
issues  before  the  country.49  However,  the  eighty  delegates  are  selected  from 
the  environmental  committees  at  the  republican  level  and  thus  represent 
not  their  own  ideas,  but  those  of  their  respective  republican  executive 
bodies.  Any  common  effort  at  agenda-building  requires  referral  to  the  re¬ 
publics  before  agreement  is  reached.  The  republican  and  local  environ¬ 
mental  councils  may  also  make  legislative  recommendations  but  in  an 
advisory  capacity  only. 

During  negotiations  on  standards,  technology,  and  the  delegation  of 
administrative  authority,  the  environmental  agencies  again  are  in  a  secon¬ 
dary  position.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  all  parties  have  to  be  consulted  before  a 
standard  is  approved;  technology  is  the  province  of  the  designated  indus¬ 
trial  ministries,  and  the  delegation  of  authority  is  the  product  of  intense 
interbranch  bargaining.  During  the  seven-year-long  negotiations  on  the 
Air  Quality  Control  Law,  a  crucial  issue  was  whether  to  establish  a  sepa¬ 
rate  environmental  ministry  to  take  charge  of  air  and  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol.  The  final  bill  that  became  law  was  a  clear  defeat  for  the  environmental 
agency.  Although  it  upgraded  Goskomgidromet’s  administrative  status,  it 
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left  the  old  ministerial  arrangements  in  place.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  volun¬ 
tarism  of  the  contract  procedure  and  the  lack  of  a  centralized  environ¬ 
mental  authority  undermine  any  environmental  regulatory  program.  The 
rich,  environmentally  aware  regions  agree  to  take  action,  and  the  poorer 
tend  to  do  little. 

In  the  implementation  stage,  the  ministerial  “legs”  of  the  Soviet  centi¬ 
pede  segment  every  environmental  policy  into  as  many  sets  of  multiple 
regulations  as  there  are  ministries  legally  responsible  for  implementing  the 
policy.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  self-management  principle  fosters  regional  in¬ 
equities  that  compromise  comprehensive  application  of  environmental 
regulations  across  the  country.  The  severity  of  the  structural  and  regulatory 
constraints  is  an  important  reason  why  environmental  agencies  in  the  two 
countries  have  not  become  more  visible.  In  a  very  real  sense,  the  agencies 
are  placed  in  an  untenable  position  where  they  may  monitor  but  not  en¬ 
force  within  highly  restricted  areas  of  competence. 


Available  Resources 

Available  resources  for  the  environmental  agencies  may  conveniently  be 
divided  into  tangible  resources,  such  as  financial  and  organizational  re¬ 
sources,  and  intangible  resources,  such  as  the  ability  to  articulate  and 
aggregate  the  environmental  interest.  In  both  countries,  the  agencies  are 
very  weak  in  tangible  resources  and  are  able  to  compensate  for  only  some 
of  that  deficiency  with  intangible  resources. 

Tangible  resources.  The  published  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  budgets  do  not 
provide  sufficient  information  to  determine  the  exact  sums  of  money  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  environmental  agencies.  In  the  USSR,  figures  of  actual  expen¬ 
ditures  are  secret.  In  Yugoslavia,  there  was  no  national  budget  category  for 
environmental  protection  until  1980,  when  a  category  for  environmental 
protection  was  added  to  the  plan  indicators.  The  Yugoslavs  are  currently 
examining  methodologies  that  would  best  determine  how  to  obtain  and 
systematize  the  relevant  data  from  industry  to  reflect  real  expenditures  on 
pollution  controls.  While  the  information  will  be  useful  in  assessing  the 
cost  of  environmental  protection,  it  says  nothing  about  the  amounts  allo¬ 
cated  to  the  environmental  agencies.  Neither  of  the  countries  has  developed 
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a  means  to  assess  regional  and  sectoral  spending  on  environmental  protec¬ 
tion.  What  data  are  available  are  sketchy  and  incomplete,  derived  from 
different  methods  of  data  collection  and  different  accounting  systems. 

Some  estimate  of  expenditures  on  environmental  protection  in  the  two 
countries  may  be  made  from  official  statistics  of  total  amounts  spent  on 
pollution  control  by  their  federal  systems  and  industrial  institutions.  These 
statistics  do  not  include  expenditures  by  the  environmental  agencies.  Un¬ 
like  the  United  States,  the  environmental  agencies  do  not  distribute  funds 
for  environmental  projects.  In  the  case  of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  monies  are 
allocated  from  the  central  investment  fund  directly  to  the  branch  ministry 
or  republic;  in  Yugoslavia,  investment  is  primarily  financed  through  the 
banks  and  by  small  grants  from  the  republics  or  the  federal  government. 
(See  chapter  2.) 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  state  investment  in  measures  connected  with  the 
protection  and  rational  utilization  of  natural  resources  for  the  1976-1980 
five-year  plan  averaged  1.5  percent  of  the  total  state  investment,  or  10.8 
billion  rubles.  In  the  first  four  years  of  the  Eleventh  Five-Year  Plan,  state 
investment  in  environmental  protection  declined  slightly  to  1.3  percent  of 
total  investment.50  In  the  Tenth  Five-Year  Plan,  roughly  77  percent  was 
allocated  to  water  pollution  control  and  about  9  percent  to  the  reduction  of 
air  pollution.  In  the  rsfsr,  the  monies  were  similarly  divided.51  During  the 
Eleventh  Five-Year  Plan,  the  figures  go  down  to  74  percent  and  6  percent 
respectively.  Total  expenditures  from  every  source  on  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  during  the  first  four  years  of  the  Eleventh  Five-Year  Plan  amounted 
to  34  billion  rubles  and  include  the  operational  expenses  of  Gosleskhoz.52 
A  brief  look  at  the  structure  of  the  balance  of  Soviet  investment  will  pro¬ 
vide  a  good  idea  of  which  institutions  received  these  funds.  From  1966 
onward,  Soviet  industry  has  received  on  the  average  35  percent  of  total 
state  investment  funds,  and  agriculture  has  received  between  16  and  20 
percent.  Of  the  investment  to  industry  in  the  last  two  five-year  plans, 
48  percent  went  to  the  petroleum,  chemical  and  petrochemical,  and  en¬ 
gineering  and  metalworking  industries.53  A  third  to  40  percent  of  this 
amount  on  the  average  went  into  new  construction  and  only  about  20 
percent  into  new  equipment.54  A  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  study 
found  that  the  industrial  sectors  to  benefit  most  significantly  from  the  in¬ 
vestment  in  new  technology  were  the  military-industrial,  civilian  machine- 
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building,  and  other  heavy  industry  sectors,  which  received  over  half  of  all 
new  Soviet  technology  during  a  ten-year  study  period.55  These  figures  in¬ 
dicate  that  the  principal  recipients  of  the  natural  resource  and  environ¬ 
mental  protection  investment  monies  over  the  past  fifteen  years  have  been 
the  major  polluting  industries  of  the  country’s  strategic  industrial  sector. 

To  look  at  the  resources  of  the  environmental  agencies  from  another 
perspective,  table  3.4  provides  a  breakdown  by  union  republic  of  total 
capital  investment  in  agriculture,  land  reclamation,  and  environmental 
protection  for  1979. 

According  to  the  official  figures  in  the  table,  union-republic  investment 
in  agriculture  ranged  from  a  high  of  46  percent  of  total  investment  in 
Uzbekistan  to  a  low  of  23  percent  in  the  rsfsr.  Investment  in  land  recla¬ 
mation  ranged  from  a  high  of  22  percent  of  total  investment  in  Azerbaid- 
zhan  to  a  low  of  3.6  percent  in  the  rsfsr,  while  investment  in  environmen¬ 
tal  protection  ranged  from  a  high  of  8.6  percent  in  Bielorussia  to  a  low  of 
1.3  percent  in  the  rsfsr.  The  table  indicates  that  at  least  two  environmen¬ 
tal  agencies,  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Minvodkhoz  were  substantial 
recipients  of  funds  targeted  for  measures  relating  to  environmental  protec¬ 
tion.  On  the  other  hand,  much  smaller  amounts  of  money  were  allocated 
for  measures  identified  specifically  for  pollution  control.  If  Soviet  account¬ 
ing  practices  place  land  reclamation  and  irrigation  under  the  category  of 
the  rational  use  of  natural  resources,  and  pollution  control  measures  under 
environmental  protection,  the  researcher  is  not  constrained  to  make  this 
distinction.  The  data  show  that  those  ministries  engaged  in  the  direct 
management  and  exploitation  of  natural  resources  have  far  greater  finan¬ 
cial  resources  at  their  disposal  for  environmental  protection  measures  than 
those  with  supervisory  jurisdiction  over  pollution  control.  The  environ¬ 
mental  agencies’  total  lack  of  control  over  the  distribution  or  monitoring 
of  pollution  control  monies  puts  them  in  a  very  weak  position  politically 
when  compared  with  the  wealthy  industrial  and  agricultural  polluters,  who 
have  a  vested  interest  in  deflecting  those  funds  for  their  own  purposes. 
(See  chapter  4.) 

Figure  3.3  provides  information  on  the  Yugoslav  economic  and  social  in¬ 
vestments  between  1966  and  1975  that  had  an  impact  on  the  environment. 

The  major  investment  in  recent  years  in  Yugoslavia  has  been  in  manu¬ 
facturing  and  mining  (44  percent  of  all  investment),  with  investment  in 
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Table  3.4  Total  Capital  Investment,  and  Investments  in  Agriculture, 
Land  Reclamation,  and  Environmental  Protection  by  Union  Republic 
(1979),  Including  the  Comparison  with  Investments  in  1978  (index) 


Index  over 

previous  year  Amount 


RSFSR 


Total  capital  investment 

102 

81.6 

billion 

rubles 

Investment  in  agriculture 

18.9 

" 

" 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

3.0 

// 

// 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

1.1 

tt 

tt 

Ukraine 

Total  capital  investment 

96 

18.7 

tt 

w 

Investment  in  agriculture 

5.3 

" 

" 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

0.7 

" 

" 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

0.5 

tt 

" 

Bielorussia 

Total  capital  investment 

98 

4.2 

" 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

1.5 

tt 

" 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

0.361 

n.a. 

tt 

w 

Uzbekistan 

Total  capital  investment 

106 

5.262 

// 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

2.4 

n.a. 

n.a. 

tt 

Kazakhstan 

Total  capital  investment 

102.6 

8 

w 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

2.7 

" 

rt 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

0.520 

n.a. 

tt 

tt 

Georgia 

Total  capital  investment 

103 

1,690 

million 

rubles 

Investment  in  agriculture 

445.4 

w 

" 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

113.6 

" 

tt 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

37.9 

tt 

" 

Azerbaidzhan 

Total  capital  investment 

107 

980 

tt 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

504 

tt 

tt 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

215 

" 

tt 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

28 

tt 

tt 
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Table  3.4  ( Continued ) 


Index  over 

previous  year  Amount 


Lithuania 

Total  capital  investment 

102 

1,645 

million 

rubles 

Investment  in  agriculture 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

683.5 

n.a. 

n.a. 

Moldavia 

Total  capital  investment 

99 

1,520 

" 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

663 

w 

tt 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

74 

w 

" 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

85.4 

tt 

tt 

Latvia 

Total  capital  investment 

101.3 

1,160 

tt 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

110 

432 

" 

" 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

87 

« 

" 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

80 

" 

« 

Kirgizia 

Total  capital  investment 

98 

940 

" 

w 

Investment  in  agriculture 

310 

tt 

" 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

82 

" 

tt 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

62 

w 

Tadzhikistan 

Total  capital  investment 

102 

970 

// 

" 

Investment  in  agriculture 

323.6 

" 

// 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

125.8 

n.a. 

« 

it 

Armenia 

Total  capital  investment 

110 

1,145 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

242.4 

tt 

// 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

82.9 

" 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

53 

« 

tr 

Turkmenistan 

Total  capital  investment 

102 

1,230 

" 

tt 

Investment  in  agriculture 

415 

tt 

rt 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

209 

n.a. 

tt 
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Table  3.4  ( Continued ) 

Index  over 
previous  year 

Amount 

Estonia 

Total  capital  investment 

100.9 

800 

million  rubles 

Investment  in  agriculture 

n.a. 

Investment  in  land  reclamation 

n.a. 

Investment  in  environmental  protection 

n.a. 

Note:  Land  reclamation  includes  irrigation. 

Source:  The  USSR  and  the  Union  Republics  in  1979  (Moscow:  Statistika,  1980)  passim. 


Figure  3.3  Share  of  Construction  in  Total  Investment,  Yugoslavia,  1966-75 
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Source:  R  132  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 
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Table  3.5  Fund  Resources  and  Taxes  in  sfry 
(in  millions  of  dinars  at  current  prices) 


Taxes 

Fund  for 

from 

Trans- 

Communal 

under- 

apart- 

Water 

Forest 

portation 

activities 

developed 

Period 

ments 

fund 

fund 

fund 

fund 

regions 

1966-70 

41.9 

19.7 

0.2 

68.0 

89.7 

90.9 

1971-75 

103.5 

44.7 

0.5 

196.7 

290.2 

291.8 

Source:  See  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 


transportation  and  housing  coming  in  distant  second  and  third  places  (16 
percent  and  12  percent  respectively).  Investment  in  agriculture  has  been  far 
less,  and  investment  in  forestry  (0.7  percent)  and  irrigation  systems  (1.3 
percent)  has  been  below  that  for  sociopolitical  organizations  (2.3  percent). 
In  terms  of  investment  in  the  infrastructure,  housing  has  come  first  (50 
percent)  and  economic  investments  second.  By  contrast,  the  environmental 
categories,  water  and  communal  infrastructure,  have  had  the  smallest  share 
of  investment  with  the  exception  of  the  energy  infrastructure. 

Table  3.5  provides  data  on  the  size  of  the  central  funds  which,  upon 
agreement  with  the  republics,  the  federal  government  is  authorized  to  dis¬ 
burse.  The  funds  are  part  of  the  mandated  annual  local  contributions  to 
the  siz,  the  local  communities,  and  sociopolitical  organizations,  and  they 
represent  approximately  13  percent  of  the  local  community  budget.56 

While  the  funds  for  water  management  and  reforestation  for  both  time 
periods  are  considerably  smaller  than  the  others,  the  more  than  doubling 
of  these  two  “environmental”  funds  from  1966-1970  to  1971 -1975  indi¬ 
cates  official  awareness  of  the  growing  environmental  problem.  The  tripling 
of  the  communal  activities  fund  further  attests  to  the  perception  of  the 
negative  impact  of  rapid  urbanization  upon  the  urban  environment.  In 
addition  to  the  federal  water  management  fund,  the  water  authorities  re¬ 
ceive  an  income  from  mandated  local  contributions  to  the  water  siz  at 
rates  fixed  in  the  self-managing  agreement  by  which  the  particular  siz 
came  into  being.  In  Croatia,  according  to  Ramet,  the  rate  is  approximately 
0.77  percent  of  enterprise  income.57  The  environmental  agency  that  prob¬ 
ably  receives  the  most  amount  of  money  on  a  permanent  basis  is  the  health 
siz,  which  gets  approximately  29  percent  of  the  annual  siz  contributions 
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or  13  percent  of  the  total  public  funds  for  the  financing  of  public  welfare 
institutions.58  While  most  of  the  money  undoubtedly  goes  for  health  in¬ 
surance  and  medical  purposes,  as  was  noted  earlier,  public  health  institutes 
rely  on  health  siz  funding  for  the  greater  part  of  their  budget.59 

Although  highly  sketchy,  the  available  data  suggest  that  financial  re¬ 
sources  for  environmental  programs  tend  to  go  to  institutions  with  a  strong 
centralized  organization,  such  as  the  natural  resource  and  industrial  minis¬ 
tries  in  the  Soviet  Union,  and  public  health  in  Yugoslavia.  In  neither  coun¬ 
try,  particularly  in  Yugoslavia,  are  the  environmental  agencies  funded  on 
a  comparable  level  with  the  economic  organizations.  All  environmental 
monies  are  distributed  directly  to  the  polluter  either  through  central  invest¬ 
ment,  as  in  the  USSR,  or  through  bank  loans  or  tax  credits,  as  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia.  Unlike  the  epa  in  the  United  States,  the  environmental  agencies  do 
not  have  the  authority  to  determine  where,  when,  and  how  environmental 
funds  are  to  be  spent.  There  is  thus  no  way  for  them  to  monitor  whether 
the  money  distributed  has  been  properly  spent,  since  the  polluting  orga¬ 
nizations  are  not  accountable  to  them  for  the  environmental  funds  received. 
As  a  result,  the  environmental  agents  in  both  countries  lack  one  of  the 
most  strategic  resources  in  the  bureaucratic  game,  financial  clout.  It  is  as  if 
the  U.S.  Office  of  Budget  Management  handed  Union  Carbide  $2  million 
with  the  simple  admonition,  “Go  and  pollute  no  more.” 

Organization  is  a  more  neutral  but  still  negative  resource  for  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  agencies.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  former  Chief  Administration 
for  Hydrometeorology  (Hydromet)  attached  to  the  USSR  Council  of 
Ministers  was  an  organ  that  many  Soviet  legal  experts  viewed  as  the  ante¬ 
cedent  of  a  full-fledged  environmental  ministry.60  In  1978,  it  was  elevated 
to  the  State  Committee  on  Hydrometeorology  and  Environmental  Protec¬ 
tion  (Goskomgidromet).  Despite  the  limitation  of  sharing  jurisdiction  of 
environmental  matters  with  other  agencies  and  branch  institutions,  the 
elevation  brought  the  new  state  committee  an  organizational  permanence 
and  authority  that  its  status  as  an  administration  had  not  offered.  In  par¬ 
ticular,  the  committee  was  able  to  expand  its  internal  structure  and  per¬ 
sonnel  through  the  establishment  of  a  nationwide  monitoring  system  and 
its  own  air  and  water  inspectorates. 

All  other  Soviet  institutions  involved  in  environmental  protection  have 
resource  exploitation  as  their  primary  function.  While  they  may  bring  their 
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organizational  forces  to  bear  to  assert  their  environmental  protection  in¬ 
terests  against  the  resource  development  interests  of  competing  ministries 
(see  the  section  on  strategy),  their  dual  administrative  responsibility  in¬ 
evitably  necessitates  a  choice  between  the  assertion  of  environmental  or 
resource  use  priorities.  Is  it  more  important  for  the  State  Agro-Industrial 
Committee  to  control  fertilizer  run-off  or  increase  agricultural  production? 
The  1985  centralization  of  agricultural  administration  is  clearly  directed 
toward  the  latter.  Should  Minvodkhoz  promote  water  conservation  or  de¬ 
velop  irrigation  projects?  Soviet  planning  is  geared  to  the  fulfillment  of 
production  rather  than  environmental  quotas.  Moreover,  the  expansion  of 
resource  use  capabilities  commonly  entails  organizational  expansion.  The 
legal  measures  adopted  in  the  seventies  to  modify  their  behavior  have  not 
changed  the  preference  of  central  resource  use  ministries  and  state  com¬ 
mittees  for  implementing  production  objectives  over  planned  pollution 
controls. 

In  Yugoslavia,  environmental  protection  has  no  permanent  organiza¬ 
tional  status,  either  in  the  form  of  a  siz  or  in  the  form  of  a  government 
agency.  The  federal  and  regional  councils  are  advisory  organs  with  limited 
staffing  only.  While  an  advisory  committee  can  exercise  considerable  in¬ 
fluence  in  its  expert  capacity,  it  has  no  funds  or  benefits  to  distribute,  and 
no  decisionmaking  capacity.  The  lack  of  an  environmental  administrative 
organization  at  any  level  of  the  self-management  system,  even  one  similar 
to  the  Soviet  Goskomgidromet,  reinforces  the  argument  that  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  party  bureaucracy  have  yet  to  perceive  environmental  protection 
as  a  priority. 

Intangible  resources.  The  two  intangible  resources  most  readily  available 
to  the  environmental  agencies  are  interest  articulation  through  the  mass 
media  and  interest  aggregation  through  exchange  of  information  and  in¬ 
teraction  with  other  institutions,  groups,  and  individuals  engaged  in  the 
environmental  policy  process. 

Neither  the  Soviet  nor  the  Yugoslav  environmental  agencies  have  taken 
full  advantage  of  mass  communications  to  make  their  case  to  the  public.61 
Soviet  environmental  officials  tend  to  use  the  media  to  present  a  positive 
picture  of  environmental  conditions  in  the  USSR,  to  explain  how  problems 
are  being  solved,  or  to  present  new  regulations,62  not  to  address  the  serious- 
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ness  of  the  environmental  problem.  Frequently,  the  agencies  enter  press 
reports  as  part  of  their  monitoring  role  or  simply  as  the  agents  responsible 
for  taking  the  appropriate  measurements.  In  the  press  in  both  countries, 
the  environmental  agencies  seem  faceless.  In  Yugoslavia,  it  would  be  diffi¬ 
cult  to  cite  one  environmental  official  in  any  of  the  republics  who  would  be 
familiar  to  the  public.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  possible  exception  may  be 
Iurii  Izrael,  head  of  Goskomgidromet.  But  although  Dr.  Izrael  has  written 
many  articles  and  is  quoted  fairly  frequently  in  the  Soviet  press,  he  is  far 
from  being  the  familiar  public  figure  that  the  head  of  epa  is  in  the  United 
States.  Reports  naming  persons  who  do  something  for  the  environment  or 
bring  complaints  against  violators  almost  never  name  individuals  in  the 
environmental  agencies.  The  hero  commonly  is  a  local  party  or  govern¬ 
ment  official,  a  representative  of  a  local  people’s  control  committee  or 
volunteer  attached  to  one  of  the  environmental  inspectorates,  a  spokesman 
for  the  local  chapter  of  the  nature  protection  society,  or  a  scientist.  Al¬ 
though  often  cited  for  failure  to  perform  it  properly,  the  environmental 
agent  receives  little  credit  for  work  well  done. 

There  is  some  evidence  that  the  environmental  agencies  may  be  be¬ 
coming  more  sensitive  to  public  relations  and  the  need  to  stress  their  own 
role  more  forcefully.  Local  inspectorates  are  beginning  to  speak  out  more 
frankly  about  the  shortcomings  of  the  local  soviets  and  local  enterprises  in 
implementing  environmental  regulations.63  L.  Yufremov,  chairman  of  the 
prestigious  Environmental  Department  of  gknt  has  openly  criticized  de¬ 
linquent  ministries  for  failure  to  fulfill  planned  pollution  control  quotas.64 
The  appearance  of  environmental  officials  as  active  proenvironmental 
spokesmen  is  a  recent  and  welcome  development. 

The  most  important  intangible  resource  for  the  environmental  agencies 
is  in  the  area  of  interest  aggregation.  Although  there  is  a  great  deal  more 
evidence  of  networking  among  experts,  field  research  in  Yugoslavia  indi¬ 
cated  that  a  considerable  network  existed  between  individuals  working  in 
similar  environmental  fields  in  the  public  health  departments;  the  Perma¬ 
nent  Conference  of  Towns  and  Opstini  of  Yugoslavia;  the  sociopolitical 
organizations;  federal,  republican,  and  regional  planning  councils;  local 
officials;  and  the  federal  and  republican  councils  on  environmental  protec¬ 
tion.  These  officials  had  been  associated  with  their  respective  institutions 
for  some  time,  knew  one  another  personally,  and  could  be  called  upon  for 
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support  or  to  undertake  a  joint  project.  During  the  height  of  the  Sava 
River  pollution  scare  in  the  fall  of  1984,  the  secretary  general  of  the  Federal 
Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment  appeared 
on  television  alongside  a  representative  from  the  Belgrade  Institute  of 
Health  to  discuss  the  problem.  Although  environmental  officials  might  be 
unknown  to  the  public,  they  seemed  to  enjoy  a  good  reputation  among 
their  colleagues  in  the  related  environmental  agencies.  Much  of  this  con¬ 
tact  appeared  to  be  confined  to  a  particular  republic.  However,  exchange 
of  information  and  experience  across  republics  was  beginning  to  be  insti¬ 
tutionalized  in  the  subcommittees  of  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Human 
Environment  and  Territorial  Planning,  and  through  membership  in  the 
sociopolitical  organizations.  The  interrepublican  water  siz  provided  an¬ 
other  forum  for  such  contacts. 

A  similar  situation  must  obtain  in  the  USSR.  Although  the  Soviet 
Union  is  a  much  larger  geographic  area  than  Yugoslavia,  environmental 
officials  within  one  city  and  within  the  smaller  republics  most  certainly 
know  each  other.  Many  of  them  sit  on  the  environmental  committees 
attached  to  the  local  soviets  (see  chapter  5),  and  the  large  number  of  over¬ 
lapping  jurisdictions  suggests  that  many  must  meet  each  other  frequently 
on  the  job.  Moreover,  officials  who  have  been  educated  at  the  same  univer¬ 
sity  retain  their  relationships  with  colleagues  in  related  environmental  posi¬ 
tions  in  the  other  republics.  Many  meet  each  other  at  conferences  and 
meetings  organized  by  their  superiors.  Finally,  one  can  only  assume  that 
the  environmental  “scandals”  reported  in  the  national,  republican,  and 
local  press  reflect  contact  and  consensus  between  the  environmental  agen¬ 
cies  and  “friendly”  party  and  government  officials.  Interagency  networks 
in  the  communist  countries  is  an  area  that  unfortunately  so  far  is  closed  to 
the  Western  observer.  But  it  is  an  area  that  would  yield  rich  returns  in  our 
understanding  of  the  communist  public  policy  process. 


Rewards  and  Costs 

The  rewards  won  by  bureaucrats  in  the  policymaking  game,  so  masterfully 
described  by  Bardach,65  seem  eminently  relevant  to  the  Soviet  and  Yugo¬ 
slav  context.  Lives  there  a  bureaucrat  in  any  land  who  lacks  ambition  or 
disdains  to  enhance  his  reputation  and/or  power?  Like  their  counterparts 
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elsewhere,  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  functionaries  are  surely  interested  in  im¬ 
proving  their  organization’s  position,  need  some  job  satisfaction,  and  desire 
“the  easy  life.”  It  is  reasonable,  then,  to  assume  that  the  rewards  for  the 
environmental  actors  are  the  same  as  those  for  all  bureaucrats,  with  one 
substantial  difference:  the  environmental  agencies  play  their  game  within 
particularly  limiting  systemic  and  regulatory  constraints.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence,  the  rewards  for  the  environmental  actors  are  less  substantial  than 
for  the  other  participants  in  the  game. 

Take  personal  ambition  first.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  environmental 
agencies  are  viewed  as  less  prestigious  than  the  more  established  industrial 
ministries  or  state  committees  with  their  larger  funding  and  greater  share 
in  economic  and  military  development.  There  is  less  to  administer  in  an 
environmental  agency  and  little  direct  participation  in  policymaking.  In 
the  Soviet  Union,  Gorbachev’s  rise  was  due  not  so  much  to  his  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  management  capabilities  within  the  Ministry  of  Agri¬ 
culture  as  to  his  contacts  within  the  party  and  the  military.66  By  contrast, 
Dmitri  Ustinov’s  rise  was  more  directly  attributable  to  his  considerable 
prior  experience  in  the  administration  of  the  military-industrial  complex. 
An  exception  to  the  rule  was  the  appointment  in  1984  of  Vicentas  J.  Nor- 
mantas  as  Estonian  Minister  of  Land  Reclamation  and  Water  Resources. 
A  man  with  Normantas’s  experience  in  procurement  and  in  agricultural 
affairs  might  have  been  expected  to  be  appointed  to  a  more  prestigious 
post.  His  selection  as  environmental  minister  was  apparently  the  result  of 
Chernenko’s  concern  to  improve  agricultural  production.67  The  appoint¬ 
ment  confirms  the  rule.  An  environmental  position  becomes  important 
because  of  the  value  attached  to  it  by  the  central  leadership  or  because  of 
prior  personal  connections.  It  is  not  in  itself  a  significant  post. 

There  is  little  glamour  in  the  job.  The  environmental  bureaucrat  has  not 
been  portrayed  as  a  hero  in  the  Soviet  press.  While  scientists  command 
public  attention  and  acclaim,  the  environmental  official  works  in  relative 
obscurity.  Author  conversations  initiated  on  a  random  basis  with  indi¬ 
viduals  in  the  street  in  both  the  USSR  and  in  Yugoslavia  indicated  deep 
veneration  for  scientists.  Scientists,  however,  were  seen  as  a  group  separate 
and  distinct  from  the  trained  personnel  in  the  environmental  agencies.  In 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  “real”  scientists  were  the  experts  in  the  Academy 
institutes  and,  in  Yugoslavia,  the  doctors  and  professors  in  the  self- 
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management  institutes  and  university  centers.  An  environmental  official, 
on  the  other  hand,  was  just  one  more  bureaucrat. 

It  could  be  argued  that  being  head  of  the  State  Committee  on  Hydro¬ 
meteorology  and  Environmental  Protection  might  be  enough  to  satisfy 
personal  ambition  and  desire  for  recognition.  There  is  little  doubt  that 
Dr.  Izrael’s  work  on  environmental  standards  was  a  factor  in  his  being 
selected  head  of  what  later  became  the  State  Committee.  But  it  is  not  clear 
that  he  enjoys  a  greater  reputation  as  chairman  of  the  committee  than  he 
would  have  had  if  he  had  remained  a  scientist.  Nor  is  it  obvious  that  as 
state  committee  chairman,  his  reputation  is  any  greater  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  field  than  that  of  the  leading  environmental  academicians,  such  as 
the  late  I.  P.  Gerasimov  or  T.  S.  Khachaturov,  or  members  of  Academy 
institutes,  like  jurist  Oleg  Kolbasov  and  economist  Pavel  Oldak.  Indeed,  in 
becoming  head  of  the  State  Committee,  Izrael  might  very  well  have  jeopar¬ 
dized  his  chance  for  a  scholarly  reputation  without  adding  any  new  distinc¬ 
tions  to  his  personal  career. 

One  obvious  benefit  of  being  a  high-level  environmental  bureaucrat 
is  the  personal  power  derived  from  the  administration  of  an  expanding 
agency  through  control  over  information  and  patronage  within  the  orga¬ 
nization  and  access  to  persons  in  high  places  outside  it.  Yet,  although  these 
factors  are  operative  for  the  head  of  a  state  environmental  committee,  they 
would  seem  to  hold  out  fewer  rewards  to  him  than  to  the  head  of  a  large 
and  wealthy  industrial  ministry.  There  are  more  opportunities  for  control 
over  information  and  patronage  in  the  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee 
or  Minvodkhoz  because  the  environmental  component  is  only  one  part  of 
their  total  mandate.  Organizational  and  personal  promotion  further  accrue 
through  interbranch  contacts.  The  chairman  of  Goskomgidromet  sits  on 
the  interbranch  Scientific-Technical  Council  on  the  Comprehensive  Prob¬ 
lems  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Resource  Use  attached  to  gknt, 
along  with  representatives  from  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  gknt  ad¬ 
ministrative  bureaucracy,  and  the  industrial  and  resource  exploiting  minis¬ 
tries.68  Participation  in  such  committees  gains  one  access  to  the  highest 
decisionmaking  bodies  of  the  country  and  involvement  in  major  policy 
discussions.  On  a  lower  level,  interbranch  committees  can  play  a  definitive 
role  in  deciding  policy  questions  related  to  a  specific  problem.  The  Inter¬ 
branch  Committee  on  Mineral  Fertilizers  and  Toxic  Chemicals  is  restricted 
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to  representation  from  the  three  lead  agencies  involved  in  the  evaluation  of 
possibly  toxic  substances:  Minzdrav,  the  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee, 
and  Gosleskhoz.69  Officials  sitting  on  this  committee  have  the  major  policy 
input  into  the  use  of  toxic  chemicals. 

Job  satisfaction  may  also  be  more  illusory  for  the  Soviet  environmental 
official  than  for  the  more  production-oriented  bureaucrat.  At  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  an  interview,  officials  tended  to  wax  enthusiastic  about  the  results 
achieved  by  their  department  or  organization.  But  as  the  interview  wore 
on,  the  official  generally  made  some  comment  to  the  effect  that  his  record 
of  success  was  probably  as  good  as  that  of  his  counterpart  in  the  United 
States.  The  hesitant  manner  in  which  the  statement  was  offered  suggested 
that  the  speaker  had  reservations  about  the  real  status  of  the  progress  he 
was  reporting.  Although  positive  developments  in  the  environmental  area 
are  regularly  reported  in  the  papers,  the  Soviet  press  appears  as  ready  to 
cite  failure  as  success,  and  many  progress  reports  end  with  a  discussion  of 
what  is  left  to  be  done.70  Censorship  makes  it  impossible  to  know  the  true 
state  of  environmental  protection  in  the  USSR.  The  totally  negative  tone 
of  Boris  Komarov’s  book  on  the  status  of  the  environment  in  the  USSR, 
The  Destruction  of  Nature  in  the  Soviet  Union ,  urges  caution  in  accepting 
his  verdict,  but  Soviet  press  reports  as  well  as  private  conversations  with 
scientists  suggest  that  the  truth  is  sobering.  If  such  is  indeed  the  case, 
officials  responsible  for  environmental  protection  must  experience  consider¬ 
able  job  frustration  if  they  are  at  all  serious  about  their  work. 

Finally,  there  is  the  question  of  “the  easy  life.”  There  is  little  doubt  that 
employment  in  the  Soviet  bureaucracy  offers  privileges  and  standards  of 
living  above  that  of  the  factory  worker.  But  while  work  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  institutions  holds  out  rewards  for  the  environmental  official,  these 
do  not  seem  to  be  commensurate  with  those  available  to  individuals  in 
other  ministries  and  government  agencies.  According  to  Medvedev,  the 
best  living  and  research  conditions  are  to  be  found  in  the  military  and  in 
the  Academy  of  Sciences,  in  that  order.71  Nor  are  the  attractions  of  the  easy 
life  in  the  environmental  agencies  as  great  as  in  the  more  powerful  indus¬ 
trial  ministries,  depending  on  whether  your  status  in  those  organizations 
makes  you  a  member  of  the  nomenklatura.72  The  chief  attraction  may  be 
the  possibility  of  international  travel  available  through  the  numerous  envi¬ 
ronmental  agreements  signed  between  the  USSR  and  other  countries.73 


105 


Chapter  Three 


In  Yugoslavia,  the  rewards  for  service  in  the  environmental  agencies  are 
even  less  evident.  In  the  absence  of  any  separate  environmental  organiza¬ 
tion,  there  is  little  to  distinguish  an  environmental  researcher  or  depart¬ 
ment  head  in  the  various  health  departments  from  his  colleagues  in  related 
fields.  There  is  certainly  little  reward  or  demand  for  inspectors,  since  re¬ 
gional  and  local  environmental  committees  are  not  yet  organized  in  most 
communities.  Moreover,  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  environment  is  not 
viewed  as  one  of  the  most  prestigious  areas  of  endeavor.  Energy  and 
science  and  technology  have  more  priority.74 

On  the  positive  side,  the  gaps  in  bureaucratic  organization  may  be  a 
factor  in  drawing  individuals  committed  to  the  environment  into  service  on 
the  communal,  regional,  and  republican  committees.  Since  the  1970s  made 
environmental  protection  popular,  the  reputation  of  a  party  activist,  a  local 
government  official,  or  a  scientist  has  been  enhanced  by  evidence  of  in¬ 
terest  in  questions  of  pollution  control.  The  proof  is  seen  in  the  formation 
of  the  council  system  and  in  the  incorporation  of  environmental  measures 
into  the  planning  process.  The  federal  and  republican  advisory  councils  on 
environmental  protection  offer  visible  rewards  for  an  administrator  with 
initiative  by  offering  opportunities  for  a  wide  range  of  inter-  and  intra¬ 
republican  contacts,  as  well  as  a  chance  to  develop  and  coordinate  national 
projects.  There  is  also  considerable  reward  for  personal  ambition  to  be 
gained  from  participation  in  the  planning  and  policy  deliberations  of  the 
Yugoslav  legislatures.  As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  however,  all  of  this  activity 
takes  place  out  of  the  public  limelight  behind  official  doors.  While  an 
environmental  official  makes  his  few  succinct,  colorless  comments  on  the 
relation  of  the  1984  cold  spell  to  the  energy  situation  during  the  evening 
news  broadcast,  the  university  professor  is  granted  a  more  lively  and  longer 
appearance  regarding  the  same  subject  on  the  weekly  tv  news  analysis 
program.75  When  all  these  factors  are  taken  together,  a  university  profes¬ 
sorship  or  an  environmental  consultantship  would  seem  to  offer  more  job 
satisfaction  and  a  more  attractive  lifestyle  than  employment  in  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  committees’  permanent  staff  or  in  the  health  departments  or 
water  siz.  More  prestige  and  social  status  are  attached  to  the  university 
position;  there  is  more  job  security  because  the  position  is  more  permanent; 
and  there  are  more  opportunities  to  travel  abroad  through  exchange  pro¬ 
fessorships  and  joint  research  projects.  However,  if  the  rewards  for  the 
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environmental  actor  in  both  countries  are  not  as  great  as  for  his  industrial 
or  academic  counterparts,  his  career  is  also  not  as  politically  sensitive,  and 
there  is  considerable  satisfaction  to  be  working  for  a  cause  which  is  both 
right  and  popular. 


Strategies 

The  systemic  constraints  upon  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  environmental  officials 
clearly  inhibit  their  cultivation  of  aggressive  tactics.  The  environmental 
agencies  have  been  most  successful  at  incrementalism  and  accommodation, 
what  Bardach  terms  “keeping  the  peace.”  They  have  been  least  successful 
in  developing  effective  strategies  to  undercut  the  power  of  the  economic 
organizations  to  decide  when,  where,  and  how  to  comply  with  the  law.76 

Incrementalism.  It  is  impossible  to  look  at  the  course  of  Soviet  and  Yugo¬ 
slav  environmental  legislation  and  regulation  during  the  past  two  decades 
without  an  appreciation  of  the  steady  increase  in  the  regulatory  authority 
of  the  environmental  agencies.  Over  the  past  twenty  years,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  moved  from  largely  symbolic  environmental  legislation  to  in¬ 
creasingly  more  sophisticated  regulation.  As  environmental  rulemaking 
has  become  more  specific,  the  environmental  regulatory  agencies  have  ac¬ 
quired  an  increasing  role  in  the  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  the  regula¬ 
tions.  The  instructions  given  to  Hydromet  in  the  1972  joint  resolution  on 
the  strengthening  of  environmental  protection77  limited  the  administration 
to  information  gathering  and  monitoring  activities  in  the  area  of  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control.  The  December  1978  joint  resolution78  entrusted  the  upgraded 
Goskomgidromet  with  a  whole  range  of  new  responsibilities:  the  organiza¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  a  national  state  monitoring  system;  the  examination 
of  plans  and  projects  for  new  development  submitted  for  approval  by  other 
ministries  to  ensure  that  these  meet  established  air  pollution  control  regu¬ 
lations;  on-site  inspection  of  enterprises  regardless  of  their  ministerial  sub¬ 
ordination;  and  the  right  to  suspend  operations  if  the  norms  have  been 
violated.  Finally,  Goskomgidromet,  together  with  Minvodkhoz,  the  Minis¬ 
try  of  Agriculture  and  the  USSR  Committee  for  the  Supervision  of  Safe 
Working  Practices  in  Industry,  was  charged  with  ensuring  that  industrial 
enterprises  fulfill  the  environmental  protection  targets  set  by  the  state 
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plans.  Under  the  1980  Air  Pollution  Control  Law,  Goskomgidromet  was 
given  sole  responsibility  for  giving  authorization  for  the  emission  of  pol¬ 
lutants  into  the  atmosphere  by  stationary  sources  (Article  10).  (Regula¬ 
tion  of  automobile  emission  standards  is  the  province  of  the  Ministry  of 
Internal  Affairs  and  the  Automotive  Industry  Ministry.)79  Some  of  the 
junior  lawyers  in  the  ANSSSR’s  Institute  of  State  and  Law  Section  on 
Environmental  Protection,  which  drafted  the  air  quality  law,  favored  giving 
Goskomgidromet  exclusive  control  over  air  and  water  quality  pollution 
measures.80  Even  though  they  failed  in  their  objective,  the  new  law  con¬ 
tinued  the  trend  begun  in  the  earlier  resolutions  to  give  Goskomgidromet 
broader  and  at  the  same  time  more  specific  areas  of  jurisdiction. 

In  1982,  the  USSR  Council  of  Ministers  passed  a  resolution  on  air 
quality  that  laid  down  procedures  for  the  elaboration,  coordination,  ap¬ 
proval,  and  enforcement  of  the  emission  and  ambient  norms  for  stationary 
sources  mandated  by  the  Air  Quality  Control  Law.  Among  other  things, 
the  resolution  stipulated  that  the  norms  were  to  be  drawn  up  by  the  rele¬ 
vant  ministries  and  union-republic  bodies,  subject  to  the  approval  of  Gos¬ 
komgidromet  and  Minzdrav.  Up  until  that  time,  air  norms  had  been  sub¬ 
ject  only  to  Ministry  of  Health  approval.81  The  resolution  further  specified 
that  Goskomgidromet  would  exercise  general  supervision  over  the  drawing 
up  of  the  norms  for  stationery  sources  in  the  cities  and  industrial  zones.  In¬ 
creased  regulatory  powers  brought  material  expansion.  As  of  1982,  the  state 
monitoring  system  under  Goskomgidromet’s  control  officially  extended  to 
more  than  450  cities,  about  1,900  bodies  of  inland  water,  bordering  seas, 
and  the  soil  in  regions  where  chemical  fertilizers  are  used.82 

Minvodkhoz  has  also  expanded  its  areas  of  competence  in  the  regulation 
of  water  use  and  water  consumption.  In  the  sixties,  it  emerged  from  its 
long  battle  with  the  Ministry  of  Electrification  and  Power  with  official 
support  for  the  need  for  water  resource  conservation.  In  the  seventies,  the 
river  basin  system  was  created  under  Minvodkhoz  administration,  and 
ambient  and  point-source  emission  norms  for  water  quality  were  estab¬ 
lished.  More  recent  measures,  such  as  the  USSR  Council  of  Ministers’ 
resolution  on  the  comprehensive  use  of  the  Volga-Akhtuba  floodplain  and 
delta  in  Astrakhan,83  have  assigned  Minvodkhoz  additional  supervisory 
authority  over  irrigation  projects.  Minvodkhoz  also  was  delegated  super¬ 
vision  over  the  determination  of  the  amounts  and  kinds  of  charges  to  be 
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levied  for  water  consumption  in  the  administration  of  the  water  tax  that 
went  into  effect  January  I,  1982.84  The  irony  of  the  water  tax  is  that  it 
extends  only  to  industrial  enterprises;  agricultural  organizations  and  house¬ 
holds  are  not  required  to  pay  it.  Moreover,  Minvodkhoz  apparently  has 
little  economic  interest  in  enforcing  the  regulation  since  the  funding  for  the 
ministry’s  subunits  is  not  dependent  upon  their  efforts  to  collect  the  money 
from  the  enterprises.85 

There  is  also  some  evidence  that  the  environmental  agencies  have 
tightened  up  their  enforcement  activities  in  many  of  the  republics.  In  1978, 
the  Armenian  Republic  prosecutor’s  office  recorded  558  instances  of  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  rules  pertaining  to  the  granting  of  areas  for  nonagricultural 
purposes  and  the  illegal  seizure  of  plots  of  land.86  The  secretary  of  the 
Kremerovo  regional  party  committee  reported  that  from  1977  to  1980, 
inspection  agencies  suspended  operation  of  more  than  seventy  enterprises. 
In  twenty-six  of  the  cases,  evidence  was  presented  to  the  investigatory 
organs  and  over  three  thousand  fines  were  imposed.87  In  a  case  near  Kha- 
borovsk,  the  guilty  were  the  chief  forest  conservation  engineer  and  his  son. 
The  two  of  them  had  felled  some  seventy-five  old  pine  trees  to  obtain 
several  thousand  kilograms  of  the  choice  pine  nuts  much  favored  by  dis¬ 
criminating  Siberians!88  Legal  codes  have  become  more  precise  in  their 
definition  of  liability  for  environmental  offenses.  In  1980,  new  fundamental 
legislation  on  administrative  law  violations  specifically  identified  officials 
who  failed  to  protect  nature  and  to  obey  regulations,  enforcement  of  which 
was  part  of  their  official  duties  according  to  administrative  procedures.89 

These  and  related  regulations  indicate  that  by  constantly  putting  pres¬ 
sure  on  the  weakness  of  regulation,  the  environmental  regulatory  agencies 
have  slowly  but  surely  expanded  their  areas  of  jurisdiction  and  increased 
their  regulatory  authority.  As  Gustafson  has  argued  in  his  discussion  of 
the  emergence  of  environmental  issues  on  the  Soviet  political  scene,  it 
would  be  misleading  to  attribute  the  agencies’  growth  to  consciously  orga¬ 
nized  influence.  Their  success  is  due  in  no  small  part  to  the  dynamics  of 
the  regulatory  principle  once  it  is  accepted.  After  a  regulatory  agency  has 
been  created,  or  regulatory  authority  delegated  to  a  branch  ministry  or 
committee,  it  requires  little  politicking  to  persuade  the  decisionmakers  that 
the  regulations  have  not  produced  the  desired  result  because  they  are  not 
sufficiently  strict,  sufficiently  comprehensive,  or  properly  enforced.  Sup- 
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port  will  always  be  forthcoming  from  those  ministries  and  organizations 
which  see  their  projects  threatened  by  an  aggressive  ministerial  polluter. 
While  Soviet  economists  have  decried  the  “lack  of  political  will”  to  accom¬ 
plish  environmental  protection,90  the  environmental  agencies  have  quietly 
persisted  in  acquiring  more  regulatory  power. 

The  use  of  incrementalism  by  environmental  agents  is  much  less  visible 
and  has  had  much  less  effect  in  Yugoslavia.  During  the  seventies  there  was 
a  proliferation  of  environmental  legislation  and  some  tightening  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  controls,  mainly  in  the  area  of  incorporating  environmental  in¬ 
dicators  into  the  planning  system.  But  there  has  been  no  comparable 
strengthening  of  the  hands  of  the  environmental  agencies.  During  the  past 
ten  years,  several  revisions  of  the  air,  water,  and  forestry  laws  have  been 
made,  adding  precision  to  the  earlier  versions  but  not  tightening  up  control 
mechanisms.  For  example,  the  Serbian  1977  revision  of  the  air  quality  law 
reduced  the  number  of  pollutants  to  be  controlled  from  twelve  to  eleven.91 
An  exception  to  the  pattern  might  be  the  1981  revision  of  the  Serbian 
forestry  law  that  requires  a  member  of  the  forest  inspection  service  to  be  a 
licensed  forestry  engineer.92 

Yugoslav  newspapers  report  cases  of  agreements  not  upheld,  and  dan¬ 
gerously  high  levels  of  pollution,  but  contrary  to  what  one  reads  in  the 
Soviet  press,  there  are  no  strident  demands  for  stricter  enforcement  or 
greater  initiative  on  the  part  of  the  environmental  agencies.  Since  enforce¬ 
ment  is  almost  entirely  relegated  to  the  local  level,  and  a  great  deal  of 
environmental  rulemaking  is  by  agreement  among  self-managing  units, 
the  environmental  agencies  have  much  less  leverage  to  increase  their  regu¬ 
latory  power  than  do  their  Soviet  counterparts. 

Accommodation.  In  both  countries  environmental  agents  have  shown 
themselves  partial  to  the  strategy  of  accommodation.  The  Soviet  press  is 
full  of  instances  where  environmental  agencies  are  accused  of  failing  to 
take  the  appropriate  action.  Environmental  inspectorates  are  constantly 
cited  for  tolerating  violations  of  environmental  regulations  and  nature  pro¬ 
tection,93  or  for  not  imposing  economic  sanctions  on  delinquent  enterprises 
when  it  is  within  their  legal  competence  to  do  so  94 

In  fairness  to  the  environmental  officials,  a  large  part  of  their  seeming 
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indifference  to  violations  of  the  law  is  the  product  of  other  factors.  Some¬ 
times,  the  damage  is  of  such  proportions  that  a  technological  solution 
seems  out  of  reach.  So  much  gravel  was  dredged  annually  out  of  the  Tom 
River  that  flows  through  Tomsk  in  western  Siberia  that  the  river’s  gravel 
replacement  capacity  was  exceeded.  The  result  was  a  sharply  falling  water 
level  and  an  equally  sharp  fall  in  the  volume  of  gravel  extracted  from  the 
river.  As  usual,  the  environmental  agencies  were  faulted  for  refusing  to 
cite  the  procurement  authorities  in  violation.  The  reporter  accused  the 
former  of  having  sided  with  the  city  executive  committee  in  favor  of  short¬ 
term  gain  by  permitting  the  uncontrolled  exploitation  of  the  gravel  bed, 
rather  than  pursuing  long-term  profit  through  insistence  on  environmental 
controls.  By  1980,  the  damage  amounted  to  some  70  million  cubic  meters 
of  gravel,  but  no  easy  way  could  be  found  to  replace  the  loss.  The  problem 
had  become  so  large  that  the  inspectors  were  unable  to  formulate  any 
constructive  decision.  Since  current  legislation  did  not  set  limits  on  ex¬ 
tracting  operations,  there  was  not  even  a  way  to  determine  the  size  of  the 
violation.95 

Another  factor  is  the  expectation  of  changes  that  would  make  enforce¬ 
ment  of  regulations  under  existing  circumstances  futile.  Semipalatinsk 
health  officials  were  criticized  for  lack  of  concern  about  air  pollution.  The 
city  had  drawn  up  an  air  pollution  reduction  plan  in  1976  and  by  the  end 
of  the  Tenth  Five-Year  Plan  (1979)  had  only  completed  half  of  it.  Investi¬ 
gation  by  medical  authorities  showed  that  the  major  polluter,  a  large  ce¬ 
ment  plant,  had  actually  increased  the  amount  of  dust  it  discharged  into 
the  atmosphere  after  installing  dust-trapping  equipment.  The  increase  was 
blamed  on  the  plant’s  effort  to  boost  production,  which  exceeded  the 
capacity  of  its  furnaces  and  produced  more  pollution  than  its  dust  traps 
could  handle.  Health  officials  looked  the  other  way  because  they  antici¬ 
pated  the  reconstruction  of  the  plant  in  a  few  years.96  Similarly,  Minvod- 
khoz  showed  itself  reluctant  to  take  any  measures  in  1984  to  stop  the 
continuing  fall  in  the  water  level  of  the  Irtysh  River.  The  ministry’s  argu¬ 
ment  was  that  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  conservation  and  utilization  of 
the  river  was  being  drawn  up.  The  implementation  of  the  plan  would  ren¬ 
der  all  previous  measures  obsolete,  so  there  was  no  need  to  take  any  action 
in  the  immediate  future.97 
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The  high  cost  of  remediation  is  another  consideration.  A  good  example 
is  the  reclaiming  of  land  after  mining  operations.  Common  sense  dictates 
in  the  Soviet  Union  as  elsewhere  that  no  attempt  be  made  to  reclaim  land 
that  has  been  severely  damaged  and  covers  a  large  area.  Accordingly,  land 
reclamation  experts  in  what  was  formerly  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  have  worked  out  a  formula  that  takes  into  account  the  evaluation 
of  the  uses  to  which  subsoil  and  topsoil  can  be  put,  and  if  the  cost  of 
reclamation,  including  transportation,  exceeds  the  benefit,  the  land  is  not 
reclaimed.98 

While  technological  problems  are  an  important  reason  why  environ¬ 
mental  officials  look  the  other  way,  the  complexity  involved  in  imple¬ 
menting  Soviet  regulations  also  exerts  a  negative  influence.  In  1981,  there 
were  nationally  approved  pdks  (maximum  permissible  concentrations)  for 
some  420  pollutants  found  in  drinking  or  other  water  designated  for  human 
use,  for  68  pollutants  found  in  waters  designated  for  fish  or  other  animal 
life,  for  247  inorganic  substances,  and  for  728  organic  air-borne  pollutants 
in  work  places  and  residential  zones.  In  addition,  there  were  pdks  for  100 
pesticides  found  in  food  and  for  723  radioactive  materials.99  The  1980  Air 
Quality  Control  Law  requires  Goskomgidromet  to  make  an  inventory  of 
all  stationary  point  sources  of  air  pollution  by  location  and  pollutant,  if  the 
pollutant  is  known.  The  size  of  the  task  is  staggering.  Yet,  without  such  an 
inventory,  the  determination  of  ambient  air  and  water  norms  remains 
essentially  based  on  guesswork.100 

The  norm  system  itself  has  become  increasingly  sophisticated,  pdk,  es¬ 
tablished  in  1951,  is  a  relative  ambient  standard  that  is  applied  across  the 
USSR  on  the  basis  of  regional  environmental  and  industrial  criteria.  In 
areas  that  are  heavily  developed  with  large  concentrations  of  industry  and 
in  recreational  or  protected  zones,  pdks  are  stricter  than  in  other  kinds  of 
regions.  The  determination  of  a  specific  pdk  thus  requires  the  introduction 
of  an  additional  norm,  predel’no  dopuslimaia  ekologicheskaia  nagruzka 
(the  level  of  permitted  ecological  load  or  carrying  capacity),  or  pdn.  The 
concept  of  pdn  was  initially  promoted  by  Iurii  Izrael  in  a  series  of  lectures 
and  articles  in  1976- 1977. 101  Less  widely  used  than  pdk  because  its  deter¬ 
mination  depends  on  a  great  many  variables,  pdn  has  not  yet  been  given 
legal  recognition.  In  theory,  it  is  determined  by  evaluating  the  economic  or 
recreational  potential  of  a  given  region  in  terms  of  its  topographical  and 
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climatic  characteristics,  presence  of  natural  resources,  and  capacity  for 
self-regeneration.102 

Since  pdk  is  a  regional  indicator  designating  an  appropriate  ambient  air 
or  water  quality  for  a  given  pollutant,  the  development  of  a  point-source 
emission  norm  logically  followed.  The  norm  was  first  proposed  in  1972  by 
a  collective  of  experts,  among  them  again  Dr.  Izrael,103  and  was  called 
predel’no  dopustimyie  vybrosov  (the  maximum  allowable  emission  level), 
or  pdv.  Like  pdk,  pdv  is  a  relative  norm.  It  is  determined  by  calculating 
the  total  contribution  of  all  polluting  sources  to  a  region’s  pdk  for  a  given 
environmental  parameter,  and  then  defining  a  norm  for  the  individual 
point  source  in  such  a  way  that  the  sum  total  of  pdv  will  not  exceed  the 
mandated  pdk.  The  1980  Air  Quality  Control  Law  gave  legal  recognition 

to  PDV. 

In  every  country,  the  energy  and  chemical  industries  are  the  main  pol- 
lutors.  Soviet  industrial  spokesmen  were  quick  to  point  out  that  a  drastic 
reduction  of  emissions  by  these  industries,  when  they  were  located  in 
heavily  industrialized  or  sensitive  areas,  in  order  to  bring  the  region  in 
conformance  with  pdk  norms,  would  exceed  in  some  cases  the  limits  of 
existing  technology,  and  in  others,  the  resources  available  to  implement 
the  project.  The  solution,  of  course,  was  what  Petrov  has  called  the  “eco¬ 
logical  kompromis''  Since  many  regions  and  urban  areas  would  not  be 
able  to  meet  the  pdv  and  hence  pdk,  it  was  proposed  that  a  progressive 
time  schedule  be  worked  out  whereby  the  industries  in  a  given  area  would 
gradually  bring  their  point-source  emissions  to  the  level  of  the  standard. 
The  interim  standard  was  called  vremmenoye  soglasitel’noye  vybrasov  (the 
temporary  agreed-upon  emission),  or  vsv. 

vsv  is  based  on  a  calculation  of  the  cost  of  control  compared  to  the 
benefits  accruing  to  the  environment  and  society  by  reduced  pollution, 
even  if  the  pollution  level  does  not  meet  the  target  standard.  If  vsv  was 
to  have  any  objective  validity  other  than  a  concession  to  industry,  it  was 
soon  seen  that  “ekotechnology,”  as  the  Soviets  call  it,  would  also  have  to 
be  normalized.  T.  S.  Khachaturov  of  Moscow  University’s  Department 
of  Economics  supported  the  proposal  for  a  new  norm,  which  was  given 
the  clumsy  label  technicheskoe  i  sotsial’no-ekonomicheskoe  obosnovaniia 
prinimaemych  norm  (the  technological  and  socioeconomic  foundation  of 
adopted  norms),  or  tseds.104  The  primary  function  of  the  norm  is  a  cost- 
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benefit  calculation  of  the  required  expenses  and  potential  results  following 
the  implementation  of  concrete  technological  measures  to  meet  pdv  or  vsv. 

The  rapid  theoretical  development  of  the  norm  system  has  left  many 
gray  areas  where  environmental  officials  find  it  difficult  to  oversee  legal 
compliance  with  any  degree  of  certainty.  Both  pdv  and  vsv  are  the  result 
of  discussion  and  compromise,  and  at  present  they  are  based  more  on  what 
industry  says  can  be  done  than  on  any  objective  criteria.  Thus,  while  tech¬ 
nology  must  be  considered  a  critical  factor  in  the  kompromis  process,  an 
equally  important  aspect  is  the  lack  of  precision  in  the  norm  system  itself. 

Factors  of  technology  and  cost  affect  the  performance  of  environmental 
officials  in  Yugoslavia  to  an  even  greater  degree  than  in  the  USSR.  Men¬ 
tion  has  already  been  made  of  the  problem  in  the  Zastava  automobile 
factory  in  Kragujevac  in  identifying  the  chemical  composition  of  a  paint 
that  exuded  malodorous  fumes.  In  this  case  as  in  many  others,  the  problem 
is  not  simply  a  weakness  in  technology.  Most  technology  is  imported  into 
Yugoslavia.  From  1974  to  1978,  the  share  of  investment  in  technology  that 
was  attributable  to  foreign  imports  averaged  approximately  44  percent.  In 
the  area  of  manufacturing,  mining,  and  quarrying,  the  proportion  of  invest¬ 
ment  in  foreign  technology  was  as  high  as  50  percent.105  Virtually  all  pollu¬ 
tion  control  equipment  must  be  imported  from  abroad.  The  government 
has  attempted  to  facilitate  the  import  of  such  equipment  by  abolishing 
import  duty,  but  with  a  foreign  debt  of  over  $20  million,  the  import  of 
pollution  control  technology  is  understandably  not  among  the  top  priorities 
of  the  Yugoslav  government  or  industry.  And  the  country  does  not  yet 
have  a  sufficiently  developed  technological  base  to  be  able  to  manufacture 
such  equipment  itself. 

As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  correction  of  costly  major  environmental 
damage  tends  to  be  postponed.  A  particularly  catastrophic  example  of 
pollution  is  along  the  Timok  River  on  the  Bulgarian  border,  the  result 
of  the  dumping  of  copper  pilings  by  the  Bor  Copper  Mine,  Yugoslavia’s 
largest  copper  mine  and  one  of  its  biggest  polluters.  The  concession  was 
developed  by  the  French  before  World  War  II,  and  the  mine  was  sub¬ 
sequently  confiscated  and  exploited  by  the  Germans.  After  the  war,  the 
Soviet  embargo  of  1948  to  1950  made  exports  essential.  The  mine  went 
back  into  full  production  under  Yugoslav  management,  and  no  environ¬ 
mental  protection  measures  were  taken  for  many  years.  A  long-term  pro- 
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gram  is  now  in  effect,  but  experts  estimate  it  will  take  from  eighty  to  one 
hundred  years  to  make  the  river  bottom  land,  destroyed  by  uncontrolled 
dumping  over  a  period  of  forty  years,  arable  again.106 

While  Yugoslavs  cite  the  technological  factor  as  the  major  deterrent  to 
environmental  enforcement,  the  norm  system  must  not  be  overlooked.  Not 
as  theoretically  elegant  as  the  Soviet  Union’s,  it  too  encourages  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  authorities  to  compromise  and  look  the  other  way.  More  than 
three  hundred  federal,  republican,  and  provincial  laws,  in  addition  to  other 
regulations,  govern  the  environment  in  Yugoslavia  at  the  present  time.107 
Each  republic  and,  to  a  more  limited  degree,  each  commune  may  pass  its 
own  legislation.  Standardization  proved  a  sufficiently  severe  problem  dur¬ 
ing  the  adoption  of  environmental  planning  indicators  for  the  1970-1975 
planning  period  to  prompt  the  decision  to  work  toward  uniform  trans¬ 
republican  environmental  norms.  In  this  respect,  Yugoslavia  may  be  mov¬ 
ing  toward  a  federal  arrangement  similar  to  that  which  obtains  in  Aus¬ 
tralia,  where  an  interrepublican  committee  agrees  on  common  norms  for 
the  entire  country.108  Standardization  at  the  republican  level,  however,  may 
not  be  able  to  limit  the  communes’  considerable  autonomy  in  environmen¬ 
tal  rulemaking.  In  December  1981,  the  Republic  of  Serbia  passed  noise 
legislation.109  The  city  of  Belgrade  has  been  working  on  its  own  municipal 
ordinance  for  the  past  several  years.  Until  such  legislation  is  in  place,  Bel¬ 
grade  industry  and  motorists  are  not  bound  by  the  Serbian  law  and  may 
legally  make  all  the  noise  they  please  within  the  Belgrade  city  limits  with¬ 
out  fear  of  violation.110 

Added  to  the  problems  of  overproliferation  and  lack  of  coordination 
is  the  fact  that  Yugoslav  norms  in  every  area  are  formulated  from  inter¬ 
national  and,  most  frequently,  American  experience.  They  thus  tend  to 
reflect  desired  goals  rather  than  possible  achievements.  The  air  pollution 
ambient  levels  are  a  case  in  point.  Derived  from  U.S.  standards,  the  norms 
cover  eleven  pollutants  and  indicate  short-term  permissible  levels  of  con¬ 
centration  and  average  daily  permissible  levels  of  concentration.111  The 
newspapers  in  the  large  cities  publish  daily  the  concentration  levels  for 
sulphur  dioxide,  ash,  and  carbon  dioxide.  During  the  winter  months,  the 
levels  can  rise  to  a  danger  point,  causing  the  health  officials  to  call  an  alert. 
But  the  levels  in  January  and  February  alone  are  often  well  above  the  legal 
permissible  levels  with  no  public  health  official  making  any  particular  com- 
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ment.  During  a  visit  to  the  municipal  public  health  institute  in  Belgrade, 
the  author  visited  a  monitoring  station,  which  was  registering  high  levels 
of  sulphur  dioxide  concentration.  The  health  official  could  only  shrug  his 
shoulders  in  sympathy.  Norms  were  one  thing.  Practice  another. 

Influence  over  client  groups,  and  strategies  to  break  monopoly  control. 
The  foregoing  discussion  suggests  that  the  relation  between  environmental 
agency  officials  and  industry  is  asymmetrical.  Industrial  organizations  exert 
greater  pressure  on  environmental  officials  than  the  other  way  around. 
Nevertheless,  the  environmental  inspectors  do  not  submit  all  the  time. 

The  Soviet  press  contains  numerous  instances  where  environmental 
officials  have  denied  permission  to  build  a  facility,  given  warnings,  or 
attempted  to  close  an  installation.  Three  cases  concern  Lake  Pleshcheyevo 
for  noncompliance.  Lake  Ladoga,  and  air  pollution  in  Togliatti. 

The  first  case  involved  the  use  of  groundwater  by  a  chemical  plant  in  the 
town  of  Pereslavl’-Zaleskii  on  Lake  Pleshcheyevo,  fifty  miles  northeast  of 
Moscow.  The  first  section  of  the  plant  was  built  in  the  early  sixties.  In  1967, 
the  Ministry  of  Geology  refused  to  give  its  approval  for  further  develop¬ 
ment  because  an  evaluation  of  the  groundwater  below  the  lake  showed  that 
the  level  was  low  and  that  the  water,  which  contained  hydrogen  sulfide,  fed 
directly  into  the  lake.  In  1970,  the  rsfsr  Minvodkhoz  opposed  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  second  section  of  the  plant,  which,  however,  was  built. 
Studies  of  the  groundwater  in  1975  confirmed  not  only  that  the  lake  was 
directly  connected  to  the  underground  water  sources,  but  that  city  wells 
were  drawing  directly  from  the  lake.  Yet,  in  1981,  a  third  section  of  the 
plant  was  started.  The  situation  was  the  more  serious  since  the  lake  formed 
part  of  the  watershed  of  the  Moscow  basin.  In  this  situation  there  was  no 
question  that  the  environmental  authorities  did  their  job,  and  that  the  in¬ 
dustrial  ministry  overrode  their  opposition. 

The  story  given  above  is  intriguing  not  only  for  its  depiction  of  the 
power  of  an  industrial  ministry  but  also  for  its  silence  on  the  source  of 
information.  The  story  was  reported  in  an  article  in  Literaturnaia  gazieta, 
the  organ  of  the  USSR  Writers’  Union,  in  June  1981. 112  The  union  is 
known  for  its  proenvironmental  activism.  The  report  was  the  second  to 
have  appeared  on  the  same  subject.  Evidently  someone  first  reported  the 
story  in  1979  to  no  avail,  and  when  the  third  section  of  the  plant  was 
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started  in  1981,  went  back  to  the  journal  again.  The  article  does  not,  of 
course,  say  who  the  informant  was.  Given  the  reference  to  the  environ¬ 
mental  agencies,  one  may  assume  that  either  the  environmental  officials 
themselves  or  someone  associated  with  them  provided  the  information  re¬ 
garding  the  agencies’  position  on  the  groundwater  level.  The  story  thus  is  a 
good  example  of  the  kinds  of  action  the  environmental  agencies  may  take 
when  faced  with  a  serious  problem. 

The  story  of  pollution  in  Lake  Ladoga  near  Leningrad  is  similar.  The 
polluter  this  time  was  a  pulp  and  paper  mill,  constructed  again  in  the  late 
fifties  or  early  sixties.  No  treatment  facilities  were  built.  The  mill  consumed 
a  thousand  tons  of  water  to  produce  one  ton  of  pulp.  A  body  of  water  that 
emptied  into  Lake  Ladoga  and  was  used  initially  as  a  settling  tank  for  the 
mill  was  soon  contaminated.  The  environmental  authorities  strongly  ex¬ 
pressed  their  concern  about  the  situation  in  1970.  In  1976  and  1980,  the 
Leningrad  Provincial  Executive  Committee  cited  the  mill  for  inadequate 
treatment  facilities.  The  provincial  People’s  Control  Committee  did  the 
same  in  1979,  and  the  chief  sanitation  inspector  wrote  to  the  superior 
USSR  ministry  thirteen  times  asking  that  something  be  done.  In  1979,  the 
public  prosecutor’s  office  finally  became  involved.  The  source  for  the  story 
is  once  more  Literaturnaia  gazieta .ll3  In  reading  the  article,  one  gets  a 
sense  of  frustration  and  powerlessness  on  the  part  of  the  environmental 
agencies.  Publicity  can  be  a  poor  weapon  against  the  monopoly  power  of  a 
branch  ministry. 

The  final  illustration  relates  to  air  pollution  in  the  city  of  Togliatti  near 
Kuibyshev  in  the  Urals.  A  conference  held  in  1982,  attended  by  the  pol¬ 
luting  branch  ministries  and  the  responsible  environmental  agencies,  found 
the  status  of  environmental  protection  in  the  city  “very  unsatisfactory.” 
The  conference  participants  drew  up  a  list  of  necessary  measures  to  redress 
the  situation.  No  action  was  taken,  except  that  the  authorities  were  able  to 
shut  down  two  units  of  the  Togliatti  Nitrogen  Association  because  of  ex¬ 
cessive  pollution.  The  problem  facing  the  environmental  authorities  was 
that  no  money  is  allocated  for  environmental  protection  measures  when  a 
plant  is  undergoing  reconstruction.  Funds  are  given  for  this  purpose  only 
when  new  construction  is  involved.  So  the  city  was  unable  to  obtain  funds 
from  the  ministry  for  the  installation  of  the  proper  air  pollution  equipment. 
Problems  of  retrofitting  are  similar  in  every  country.  The  irony  of  this 
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particular  situation  was  that  although  industrial  expansion  had  been  for¬ 
bidden  in  the  city  because  of  the  seriousness  of  air  pollution,  local  plant 
managers  were  able  to  obtain  investment  monies  of  400  million  rubles  for 
new  construction  for  the  1980-1984  five-year  plan.114  After  such  reports  as 
this,  it  is  easier  to  understand  why  environmental  officials  prefer  to  keep 
the  peace. 

Yugoslav  self-management  does  not  provide  any  better  opportunities  for 
the  environmental  agencies  to  take  direct  action  against  industrial  intran¬ 
sigence.  The  regional  organization  of  Yugoslav  industry,  when  contrasted 
to  the  central  power  of  Soviet  industry,  might  seem  to  impose  fewer  con¬ 
straints  upon  the  environmental  agents  in  their  exercise  of  the  law.  This  is 
not  the  case.  Once  an  industry  has  decided  to  move  into  an  area,  construc¬ 
tion  may  be  prevented  only  through  rejection  by  the  local  authorities  or 
through  popular  local  initiative  (see  chapter  7).  The  environmental  inspec¬ 
torates  are  unable  to  deal  on  an  equal  footing  with  industry,  which  provides 
jobs  and  money  for  the  community:  witness  the  dilemma  of  the  cement 
factory  outside  of  Belgrade.  When  the  project  reaches  interrepublican  pro¬ 
portions,  as  it  did  when  the  federal  government  approved  the  building  of  a 
dam  that  would  flood  the  Tara  River  Canyon  in  1984,  an  inspectorate  is 
powerless  to  stop  construction.  Revision  of  a  decision  at  this  level  necessi¬ 
tates  the  combined  pressure  of  Yugoslavia’s  most  distinguished  scientists 
operating  through  their  professional  environmental  and  other  sociopolitical 
organizations  (see  chapter  6). 

Despite  the  hurdles,  the  environmental  agent  can  make  his  position  pre¬ 
vail.  A  notable  example  is  the  resolution  of  the  Croatian  Republican  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Health  and  Social  Security,  passed  in  May  1985,  to  uphold  the 
decision  of  the  Health  Inspectorate  of  Kastel  Sucurac  opstina  near  Split 
to  close  the  Jugovinil  Company’s  operation  “Klor.”  The  plant  had  been 
dumping  fifteen  kilograms  of  mercury  daily  (five  tons  yearly)  into  Kastel 
Bay  on  the  Dalmatian  coast.  The  resolution  marked  the  end  of  a  pro¬ 
tracted  battle,  lasting  several  months,  between  the  industry  and  the  inspec¬ 
tor  in  the  field.  Dr.  Igor  Jelovic,  and  represented  a  solid  victory  for  the  lat¬ 
ter.  Evidently  anticipating  an  adverse  judgment  by  Zagreb,  “Klor”  closed 
down  its  production  of  chlorine  in  advance  of  the  final  decision.  The  deci¬ 
sion  sets  a  precedent  for  proceeding  against  the  other  operations  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia  that  produce  chlorine  using  the  mercury  electrode  method.115 
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The  closing  of  the  Kastel  plant  represents  a  significant  step  forward  for 
the  environmental  agencies  in  asserting  the  needs  of  the  environment  over 
the  preferences  of  industry  within  the  self-management  system.  However, 
the  agencies’  success  must  be  put  in  perspective.  The  closing  involved  the 
lay-off  of  1 15  workers.  The  Institute  for  Medical  Research  and  Medical 
Work  in  Zagreb,  which  provided  the  expert  advice  in  this  case,  was  against 
the  shut-down  and  in  favor  of  the  installation  of  “clean,”  safer  technology. 
However,  the  cost  of  the  new  equipment  was  estimated  at  5  billion  dinars, 
or  over  $83  million.  The  republican  committee  wisely  decided  that  in  view 
of  the  amount  of  mercury  being  released  into  the  Adriatic,  suspension  of 
production  was  necessary,  pending  the  raising  of  the  necessary  funds  for 
retrofitting.  The  importance  of  chlorine  to  the  chemical  industry  makes  it 
unlikely  that  prosecution  will  proceed  with  the  same  results  against  the 
other  chlorine  plants  using  similar  production  techniques.  Nor  is  it  likely 
that  the  country  can  afford  to  invest  in  clean  technology  for  all  of  them. 

A  third  factor  inhibiting  the  environmental  agent’s  performance  is  the 
fact  that,  as  in  other  areas  of  Yugoslav  life,  every  pollution  control  installa¬ 
tion  must  be  implemented  through  the  agreement  of  all  parties  concerned. 
The  environmental  official  is  not  likely  to  be  party  to  the  compact  discus¬ 
sion,  although  he  may  have  defined  the  conditions.  To  a  large  extent,  he  is 
external  to  the  whole  process.  A  case  in  point  concerns  the  Sava  River 
Compact.  Yugoslavia’s  most  serious  problem  at  the  present  time  is  water. 
In  1980,  a  pollution  control  compact  was  signed  between  the  opstini  along 
the  river.  A  report  on  a  conference  on  water  quality  held  in  Ohrid  in  1982 
stated  that  the  signing  of  the  contract  had  brought  no  concrete  results.  The 
conference  further  criticized  the  responsible  siz  and  water  management 
associations  for  insufficient  thoroughness  in  data  collection  and  analysis, 
thereby  preventing  the  implementation  of  “concrete”  ( stvarna )  social  ac¬ 
tion  programs  to  protect  and  improve  water  quality.116  There  was  no  men¬ 
tion  of  input  by  environmental  organs  at  all. 

Continued  oil  spillage  into  the  Sava  River  during  1984  illustrates  an¬ 
other  way  in  which  the  environmental  agent  remains  external  to  the  pro¬ 
cess  of  environmental  decisionmaking.  The  federal  water  law  establishing 
federal  jurisdiction  over  interrepublican  waterways  was  specifically  written 
with  control  of  the  Sava  River  in  mind.  As  mentioned  earlier,  the  law 
makes  no  provision  for  a  federal  water  inspectorate  to  monitor  water 
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quality,  but  leaves  inspection  to  be  organized  by  the  republics.  Belgrade 
residents  in  the  winter  of  1984-1985  were  jokingly  toasting  visitors  with 
“water  mixed  with  oil”  in  place  of  their  usual  rakija.  While  Belgrade  news¬ 
papers  were  more  diplomatic,  the  average  Belgradian  blamed  the  condition 
of  Belgrade  drinking  water  on  industries  located  upstream  in  Croatia.  The 
Croatian  position  was  that  the  source  of  contamination  had  so  far  not  been 
established.  In  the  absence  of  a  federal  water  inspectorate,  there  is  no  way 
the  Serbian  government  can  determine  the  source  of  pollution  on  its  own, 
as  long  as  the  Croatian  government  insists  on  its  right  of  inspection  of 
point  sources  along  the  length  of  the  river  that  flows  through  Croatian 
territory.  The  politics  of  the  problem  provides  no  independent  role  for  the 
Croatian  inspectors,  but  makes  them  party  to  the  Croatian  position.  By 
January  1985,  the  situation  had  deteriorated  so  far  that  delegates  to  the 
Federal  Skupstina  initiated  a  movement  to  amend  the  water  law. 

Finally,  self-management  encourages  republican  and  local  interests  at 
the  expense  of  the  common  interest.  The  authority  of  environmental  offi¬ 
cials  is  undercut  by  parochial  demands.  While  the  Sava  River  exemplifies 
the  interrepublican  dimension  of  the  problem,  the  failure  to  reach  agree¬ 
ment  on  the  management  of  Kornati  National  Park  is  typical  of  opstina 
politics.  The  original  proposal  was  to  establish  the  headquarters  in  the 
town  of  Murter  and  to  create  two  work  associations,  one  at  Murter  and 
one  at  neighboring  Salima.  The  Zadar  opstina  felt  bypassed;  local  officials 
objected,  and  the  proposal  went  down.117  In  order  to  break  the  local  im¬ 
passe,  the  law  governing  the  creation  of  national  parks  would  have  had  to 
be  changed. 


Conclusion 

The  implementation  of  the  environmental  regulatory  principle  delegates 
environmental  management  functions  to  existing  organizations  or  gener¬ 
ates  a  new  set  of  bureaucracies.  There  is  a  temptation  to  see  in  new  institu¬ 
tions  the  creation  of  new  structure.  This  chapter  demonstrates  that  in  terms 
of  the  four  features  presented  in  chapter  1  as  characteristic  of  communist 
sociopolitical  systems,  the  formation  of  new  bureaucracies  has  produced 
no  fundamental  structural  change  in  either  country.  What  has  occurred  is 
the  addition  or  modification  of  bureaucracies,  not  a  transformation  of 
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structural  relations.  It  is  inevitable  that  no  matter  what  the  politicoeco- 
nomic  system,  those  institutions  that  exerted  political  power  before  the 
regulations  went  into  effect  will  continue  to  do  so  afterward.  Since  the 
regulations  set  up  a  negotiating  situation,  it  is  also  inevitable  that  the 
stronger  negotiator  will  be  able  to  make  his  position  prevail,  whether  it  be 
central  economic  institutions  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  or  regional  or  local 
industry  and/or  government  as  in  Yugoslavia.  The  politicoeconomic  struc¬ 
ture  of  both  countries  has  been  seen  to  hamper  the  adoption  by  the  regula¬ 
tory  agencies  of  direct,  aggressive  strategies  of  confrontation.  The  Soviet 
centipede  merges  the  environmental  agent  with  the  polluter  and  makes  the 
central  ministry  responsible  for  determining  when  and  if  pollution  control 
measures  will  be  taken  by  its  subordinates.  In  the  Yugoslav  hydra,  mutually 
supportive  economic  and  political  interests  at  the  local  and  republican 
levels  vitiate  the  implementation  of  regulations. 

If  the  regulatory  principle  limits  their  options,  it  also  has  provided  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  the  environmental  agencies  to  increase  their  power.  Whether 
the  regulations  are  enforced  or  not,  they  assure  the  permanency  and  even 
expansion  of  the  regulatory  organs.  While  their  power  may  lack  the  clout 
of  the  industrial  institutions,  the  insistence  on  the  regulatory  principle  in 
both  countries  enables  the  younger  bureaucracies  to  carve  out  a  new  power 
domain.  The  process  once  begun  is  irreversible  unless  the  regulatory  sys¬ 
tem  is  abandoned.  Since  abandonment  of  the  system  would  threaten  the 
operation  of  other  established  bureaucracies,  the  environmental  agencies 
have  won  a  firm  position  for  themselves  in  the  bureaucratic  politics  of  both 
countries. 


121 


4 


The  Economic  Enterprises 


Industry  and  agriculture  are  the  prime  targets  of  environmental  policy¬ 
making.  Their  compliance  or  noncompliance  with  regulations  determines 
the  effectiveness  of  environmental  management  programs.  In  communist 
one-party  states,  the  economic  enterprises  enjoy  a  privileged  relationship 
vis-a-vis  the  centers  of  political  power.  Whereas  the  other  participants  in 
the  environmental  policy  game  have  an  inferior  structural  position,  and 
must  rely  on  the  expansion  of  the  regulatory  principle  to  advance  their 
interests,  industry,  in  particular,  may  exploit  both  sets  of  constraints  to  its 
continuing  advantage.  The  unique  power  of  the  economic  enterprises  has 
contributed  more  than  any  other  single  factor  to  the  continuing  vitiation  of 
environmental  protection  goals  in  the  two  countries. 


Structural  and  Regulatory  Constraints 

Industry’s  special  relationship  with  the  party  and  government.  Industry’s 
position  in  the  Soviet  Union1  and  Yugoslavia2  may  be  considered  under 
two  aspects.  The  first  aspect  is  one  that  the  author  has  touched  on  before,3 
and  that  has  generated  regular  comment  elsewhere  in  the  literature.  Alex 
Nove  has  described  the  relationship  between  industry  and  power  in  these 
terms:  “the  Party  cannot  simply  seek  to  ‘maximize  its  power,’ ...  It  also 
desires  results  [italics  mine].’’4  Voslensky  expresses  the  same  thought  in 
reverse:  “The  fundamental  economic  law  of  ‘socialist  realism’  obliges  the 
Nomenklatura  ...  to  guarantee  by  economic  measures  the  security  and 
maximum  extention  of  its  own  power.”5 
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In  all  communist  one-party  states,  including  Yugoslavia,  the  economic 
units  are  neither  totally  engaged  in  profitmaking  nor  totally  subservient  to 
the  power  interests  of  the  one-party  leadership.  Rather,  they  perform  two 
functions:  the  first  is  to  produce  for  profit;  the  second  is  to  maintain  the 
power  of  the  ruling  group  through  the  use  of  economic  levers,  what  the 
leadership  calls  “building  socialism.”6  Nove  balances  the  two  functions 
nicely.  The  leadership  wants  economic  growth  not  only  because  the  mili¬ 
tary  machine  requires  it,  although  that  may  be  a  major  factor,  but  also 
because  its  rationale  for  holding  power  is  that  it  is  better  able  to  provide 
conditions  for  economic  development  that  are  more  equitable,  less  prone 
to  violent  swings,  and  more  goal-directed  than  the  capitalist  economies. 
The  whole  concept  of  the  leading  role  of  the  party  rests  on  the  premise  that 
the  party  knows  best  how  to  increase  material  abundance  in  preparation 
for  the  eventual  advent  of  communism.  Andropov  insisted  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  way  to  convince  Third  World  countries  of  the  virtues  of  socialism  (i.e., 
to  expand  Soviet  influence)  was  to  demonstrate  the  capacity  of  the  socialist 
system  for  superior  economic  performance.7 

The  problem  is  that  at  the  same  time  that  economic  performance  is 
needed  in  the  Soviet  Union’s  competitive  relations  with  the  “capitalist” 
countries  in  the  first  and  third  worlds,  the  economy  is  needed  at  home  to 
perform  its  function  of  security  and  control.  The  fear  is  that  at  some  time 
some  economic  interest  may  escape  from  the  ruling  group’s  control,  gain 
political  autonomy,  and  initiate  the  leadership’s  downfall.  The  need  for  the 
two  functions  constitutes  an  ongoing  crisis  foreign  to  the  periodic  swings 
in  free-market  economies.  In  its  concern  for  economic  growth,  the  party  in 
several  communist  states  has  attempted  economic  reform,  either  through 
increased  centralization  as  with  the  cartels  in  Czechoslovakia  and  East 
Germany  and  the  obedinenia  in  the  Soviet  Union;  or  through  decentraliza¬ 
tion  such  as  the  reforms  in  Hungary  and  China  and  self-management  in 
Yugoslavia.  When  the  liberal  reforms  produce  strains  and  cracks  in  the 
party’s  control  over  society,  as  they  started  to  do  during  the  “thaw”  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  in  Yugoslavia  in  the  seventies,  or  in  China  in  1987,  the 
economy’s  control  function  takes  over  to  the  detriment  of  production.  In 
the  case  of  Yugoslavia,  liberal-minded  managers  were  replaced  by  person¬ 
nel  considered  more  “reliable”  in  regard  to  their  commitment  to  Yugoslav 
communist  orthodoxy.8 


123 


Chapter  Four 


The  necessity  for  the  economy  to  perform  the  two  functions  means  that 
the  relationship  between  industry  and  power  is  more  interdependent  than 
that  which  obtains  in  a  free-market  system.  In  the  latter,  industry’s  drive 
for  profit  urges  it  to  political  action  to  procure  the  passage  of  government 
policies  that  will  protect  and  promote  industry’s  profit-making  capabilities. 
In  this  context,  economic  interest  fuels  the  impulse  to  power.  In  commu¬ 
nist  one-party  states,  the  reverse  occurs.  The  impulse  to  power  fuels  the 
economic  machine.  The  economy  is  required  to  be  both  a  productive  or¬ 
ganism  and  a  vehicle  by  which  the  ruling  group  assures  its  dominant  posi¬ 
tion  in  society.9 

This  point  has  been  demonstrated  many  times  over:  in  Poland,  Hun¬ 
gary,  Czechoslovakia,  and  Yugoslavia.  The  Yugoslav  economy  has  been  in 
permanent  crisis  since  the  end  of  the  1970s.  The  external  debt  is  expected 
to  rise  to  $40  billion  by  1990.  Inflation  may  be  as  high  as  100  percent  and 
unemployment  continues  to  rise.  The  reform  faction  of  the  Yugoslav  party 
advocates  far-reaching  measures  that  would  permit  greater  autonomy  for 
enterprises,  the  introduction  of  a  market-oriented  pricing  system,  and 
greater  emphasis  on  the  private  sector.10  Of  critical  importance  to  the  suc¬ 
cessful  implementation  of  the  current  “stabilization”  program  (the  austerity 
measures  to  rehabilitate  the  economy)11  is  allowing  nonproductive  enter¬ 
prises  to  fail,  in  other  words,  introducing  competition.  However,  the  prob¬ 
lem  in  Yugoslavia  is  the  same  as  in  every  communist  one-party  state, 
namely,  that  no  serious  economic  changes  can  be  successful  without  radical 
changes  in  the  political  system.  Economic  competition  generates  political 
competition.  And  political  competition  jeopardizes  the  monopoly  position 
of  the  ruling  group.  One  change  demanded  by  Solidarity  in  Poland  has 
been  proposed  in  Yugoslavia:  to  hold  party  leaders  responsible  for  eco¬ 
nomic  failures  and  to  make  them  face  the  appropriate  legal  penalties.  While 
there  has  been  some  evidence  of  movement  in  this  direction  from  the  re¬ 
placement  of  Macedonian  party  leaders,12  no  similar  purge  of  party  leaders 
for  economic  failures  appears  to  be  in  progress  in  the  more  industrialized 
republics. 

The  interdependence  of  the  economy  and  power  is  more  than  a  matter 
of  personal  relationships,  patron-patronee  networks,  or  leadership  fascina¬ 
tion  with  industrialization.  It  is  a  fundamental  condition  of  the  communist 
one-party  state.  The  party  leadership  needs  industry,  particularly  energy 
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and  heavy  industry,  to  maintain  its  power  in  terms  of  internal  and  external 
security.  Agriculture  and  light  industry  are  of  lesser  consequence  because 
the  satisfaction  of  popular  demand  is  not  a  key  factor  in  regime  stability. 
Environmental  conditions  are  also  not  so  critical  that  the  nonapplication 
of  environmental  regulations  threatens  the  leadership’s  power  position  with 
ecological  disaster.  The  control  and  production  functions  of  the  economy 
are  primary;  the  control  function  of  the  environmental  agencies  is  deriva¬ 
tive.  The  party  leadership’s  monopoly  over  the  economy  and  the  economy’s 
guarantee  of  party  power  ensures  that  industry  dominates  every  policy 
discussion  concerning  the  environment  and  the  economy. 

The  special  relationship  also  ensures  that  if  it  is  a  question  of  a  trade-off 
between  the  economy  and  the  environment,  in  the  absence  of  an  environ¬ 
mental  emergency,  the  economy  will  be  the  beneficiary.  Industry’s  game 
position  is  rooted  in  the  Soviet  politicoeconomic  structure,  whereas  the 
environmental  agencies’  position  is  linked  to  the  regulatory  principle.  The 
asymmetrical  opposition  of  the  two  augurs  poorly  for  the  future  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  in  both  countries.  For  the  degree  of  centralization  or 
decentralization  of  the  economy  has  an  impact  on  the  economic  monopoly 
of  the  party  leadership  only  as  regards  extent  and  size  (in  Yugoslavia,  the 
monopoly  is  regional  and  republican,  rather  than  national  and  federal), 
not  on  the  economy’s  performance  of  its  two  functions.  The  communist 
leaderships’  concern  for  the  environment  has  been  primarily  shaped  by  a 
growing  realization  that  environmental  protection  and  the  rational  use  of 
natural  resources  are  bound  together.  Since  it  is  impossible  to  have  one 
without  the  other,  regulation  is  necessary.  However,  industry’s  special  rela¬ 
tionship  with  the  party  and  government  leadership  means  that  the  eco¬ 
nomic  units  are  directly  involved  in  both  the  regulatory  decision  and  its 
implementation.  They  are  thus  in  an  optimum  position  to  make  the  case 
for  production  prevail  in  environmental  deliberations. 

It  may  be  argued  that  U.S.  companies  are  similarly  well  placed  to  make 
the  ease  for  production  prevail.  In  the  congressional  hearings  regarding  the 
catalytic  converter,  General  Motors  threatened  to  close  down  plants  and 
fire  workers  if  the  timetable  for  meeting  standards  were  not  changed.  The 
final  decision  was  the  product  of  political,  not  technological  considerations. 
But  there  is  a  fundamental  difference  in  the  relationship  between  General 
Motors  and  the  U.S.  political  leadership  and  that  of  the  Soviet  and  Yugo- 
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Slav  industrial  organizations  and  their  government.  While  an  important 
economic  element  in  American  society  and  undoubtedly  a  factor  in  the 
election  of  some  congressmen  and  U.S.  presidents,  General  Motors  does 
not  perform  the  second  function  of  maintaining  the  leadership  in  power. 
The  company  may  object  to  expenditures  on  environmental  controls  that 
cut  into  its  profits  and  contribute  to  unemployment.  But  since  it  does  not 
serve  as  a  vehicle  of  control,  its  interests  as  an  industry  can  be  separated 
from  the  interests  of  the  state.  As  a  result,  the  government  environmental 
authorities  can  use  state  power  as  an  instrument  external  to  the  company 
to  force  compliance  with  state  environmental  regulations. 

The  second  aspect  of  industry’s  special  position  is  its  organization  into 
specialized  noncompetitive  components.  The  1965  Soviet  ministerial  re¬ 
forms  abolished  Khrushchev’s  experiment  in  the  territorial  principle  of 
management  and  reestablished  the  centralized  branch  system  of  economic 
management.13  Industries  considered  of  strategic  value  were  placed  under 
the  direct  control  of  Moscow,  while  those  of  lesser  importance  or  confined 
to  a  specific  region  or  territory  were  made  union-republic  ministries.  The 
reform  placed  industrial  development  in  the  hands  of  centralized  conglom¬ 
erates,  outside  republican  local  soviet  control.  Only  the  direct  intervention 
of  a  central  party  or  government  authority  can  now  force  a  powerful  central 
ministry  to  adhere  to  environmental  regulations  that  it  prefers  to  ignore. 
The  “lunar  landscape”  of  the  coastal  areas  of  northeastern  Estonia  is  one 
tragic  consequence  of  recentralized  power.  The  region  has  been  devastated 
by  massive  mineral  resource  extracting  operations  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  All-Union  Ministry  for  Mineral  Fertilizer  Production.14 

The  formation,  dissolution,  or  reorganization  of  an  industrial  ministry  is 
a  formal  act  of  government.  So  is  the  merging  of  small  enterprises  into 
larger  units,15  the  creation  of  subordinate  research  institutes,  or  the  reor¬ 
ganization  of  research,  development,  and  innovation  (rdi)  institutions  to 
link  innovation  more  closely  to  the  work  of  the  industrial  enterprises.16 
Without  a  free  market,  every  part  of  a  state-owned  economy  must  be 
created  by  administrative  fiat.  In  principle,  each  unit  in  the  system  ought 
to  be  making  products  designed  to  fulfill  the  demand  of  other  units,  which 
in  turn  produce  to  meet  the  requirements  of  still  other  industries,  with  no 
production  overlap  or  duplication.  In  practice,  as  Nove  describes,  subdivi- 
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sions  in  a  whole  array  of  different  ministries  manufacture  the  same  product, 
and  the  administrative  boundary  lines  between  ministries  can  be  rather 
fuzzy.17  Many  ministries  prefer  to  produce  their  own  equipment  rather 
than  risk  the  uncertainty  of  delivery  from  another  ministry.18  The  attempt 
by  a  ministry  or  ministerial  subsection  to  secure  its  own  sources  of  supply 
reinforces  the  monopoly  character  of  the  branch  principle  of  specialization. 
With  all  facets  of  production  under  its  control,  the  same  ministry  or  minis¬ 
terial  subsection  is  in  an  optimum  position  to  monopolize  a  specialized 
market  as  sole  supplier  to  planned  ministerial  consumers. 

Ministerial  and  ministerial  subsection  outputs  are  essential  for  the  reali¬ 
zation  of  planned  production  norms  not  only  for  the  ministry  and  its  sub¬ 
sections  but  also  for  enterprises  outside  the  ministry  that  depend  on  it  to 
realize  their  quotas.  The  fulfillment  of  planned  norms  is  crucial  to  both 
management  and  workers  if  they  want  to  reap  the  rewards  attendant  upon 
successful  completion  of  the  plan.  A  series  of  dependencies  is  set  up 
whereby  if  one  link  is  broken  (a  factory  closed),  plan  fulfillment  for  a 
whole  chain  of  enterprises  is  thrown  into  jeopardy.  Industry’s  monopoly 
position  helps  explain  why  environmental  agencies  can  issue  negative  re¬ 
ports  over  periods  as  long  as  ten  years  with  no  response  from  the  delinquent 
enterprise.  To  close  a  factory  or  move  its  location  means  replanning  a 
whole  string  of  contingent  variables  to  compensate  for  the  change.  Fac¬ 
tories  cannot  be  peremptorily  closed.  The  closure  must  be  programmed 
into  the  plan,  and  a  major  change  would  entail  long-term  forecasting  and 
integration  into  a  five-year  planning  period.  An  illustration  may  be  found 
in  Czechoslovakia,  where  the  author  was  able  to  study  the  long-term  plan 
for  Prague.  The  plan  proposes  reduction  in  air  pollution  over  a  twenty- 
year  period,  based  among  other  factors  on  projections  of  local  investment 
by  the  central  industrial  ministries  (particularly  the  construction  ministry), 
the  size  of  the  labor  force,  the  planned  shift  from  gas-fueled  public  trans¬ 
port  to  electric,  and  the  movement  of  some  industries  out  of  the  Prague 
area.19  Since  the  city  controls  virtually  none  of  the  industries  within  its 
boundaries  and  few  of  its  services,  the  realization  of  the  long-term  forecast 
is  clearly  dependent  upon  whether  the  central  industrial  ministries  decide 
at  some  future  time  to  modify  the  plan  indicators  or  choose  to  adhere  to 
the  plan.  In  a  planned  economy,  everything  has  its  target  date.  The  likeli- 
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hood  is  that  in  both  the  long  and  short  term,  industry  in  the  Prague  area 
will  assign  greater  priority  to  the  fulfillment  of  production  norms  upon 
which  other  industries  depend  than  in  reducing  air  pollution  in  the  city. 

Yugoslavia  has  no  industrial  monopolies  of  the  size  and  extent  of  the 
branch  ministries  in  the  USSR  because  of  the  decentralization  of  indus¬ 
trial  organization  and  the  absence  of  a  central  plan.  Stojanovic,  indeed, 
faults  Yugoslav  industrial  management  for  the  slow  progress  of  industrial 
integration.20  The  privileged  position  of  Yugoslav  industry  is  found  in  its 
territorially  based  character,  whereby  an  industrial  enterprise  locates  in  a 
particular  area  to  the  exclusion  of  all  competitors. 

The  procedure  for  forming  an  organization  of  associated  labor  (our)  is 
set  forth  in  the  1974  Constitution  (Articles  90  and  no).  Much  more  is  re¬ 
quired  to  start  a  business  in  Yugoslavia  than  a  group  of  interested  workers. 
The  founders  of  the  new  organization  are  obliged  by  law  to  consider  not 
only  the  economic  but  social  feasibility  of  the  operation  and  to  consult 
local  interests.  The  local  interests  have  official  recourse  if  the  founder  re¬ 
jects  their  views.  In  addition,  the  founders  must  follow  specific  regulations 
as  regards  the  establishment  and  start-up  of  the  business.  It  goes  without 
saying  that  a  rival  industry  in  the  area  will  give  a  negative  opinion  of  a 
proposed  enterprise  if  it  considers  that  enterprise  to  be  in  competition  with 
it.  The  founder  must  further  consult  with  the  industrial  branch  section  of 
the  republican  economic  chamber  responsible  for  coordinating  and  plan¬ 
ning  republican  industrial  production,  one  of  whose  functions  is  to  pre¬ 
vent  duplication  and  overlap.21  In  short,  the  establishment  of  an  enterprise 
expresses  the  convergence  of  local  and  republican  political  interests  and 
branch  economic  interests. 

Once  the  enterprise  is  in  operation,  these  interests  again  come  into  play 
to  keep  it  going,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  profitable  or  not.  The  enterprise 
guarantees  employment  to  a  certain  number  of  workers  who  are  unlikely 
to  find  it  in  their  interest  to  vote  for  the  closing  of  the  plant.  Local  officials 
also  gain  from  the  income  generated  by  the  plant  and  are  reluctant  to  see  it 
go  under.  The  politics  of  the  situation  undermines  the  need  for  aggressive 
competition  on  the  part  of  plant  management.  Wishing  to  protect  their 
positions,  the  workers  will  favor  borrowing  for  the  purchase  of  expensive 
plant  equipment  to  improve  work  productivity  rather  than  voting  for  higher 
work  norms  or  the  hiring  of  additional,  less  expensive  outside  labor.  Banks 
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can  be  persuaded  by  politicians  to  grant  loans  to  enterprises  that  do  not 
meet  the  official  requirements.  Borrowing  shores  up  an  inefficient  opera¬ 
tion.  Debts  accumulate  and  the  plant  remains  open,  protected  by  a  political 
and  economic  network  extending  at  a  minimum  to  the  republican  level.22 

The  regional  character  of  industry  is  further  strengthened  by  the  diffi¬ 
culties  inherent  in  expansion  into  another  republic.  Once  again,  the  consti¬ 
tutional  procedure  has  to  be  followed  for  opening  a  new  work  organization, 
and  local  officials  must  be  convinced  of  the  benefit  of  allowing  a  firm  from 
another  republic  to  establish  itself.  Even  if  permission  is  granted,  there  is 
no  security  that  the  new  plant  will  not  at  some  time  petition  to  become  an 
independent  self-management  organization,  taking  into  the  reorganized 
unit  all  of  the  parent  plant’s  capital  investment.  Moreover,  self-management 
in  the  banking  and  financial  world  inhibits  the  free  movement  of  capital.  A 
firm  desiring  to  expand  into  another  republic  may  encounter  difficulties 
finding  the  capital  for  expansion.23  These  problems  tend  to  keep  industry 
tied  to  the  political  interests  within  a  single  republic,  inhibiting  their  adop¬ 
tion  of  a  more  independent  economic  stance. 

The  Yugoslav  delegate  and  assembly  system  is  the  final  contributor  to 
industry’s  privileged  position.  Industrial  interests  are  permanently  repre¬ 
sented  in  the  opstina  and  republican  assemblies,  while  each  industrial  sec¬ 
tor  has  its  special  economic  chamber  to  promote  its  particular  interests  at 
all  levels  of  government.  Federal  delegates  from  the  regional  industrial 
sectors  who  bring  back  benefits  to  their  regions  are  highly  valued  and 
reelected  many  times  over.  A  prime  example  is  Nataljia  Grzecic,  long¬ 
time  manager  of  the  Hotel  Libertas  in  Dubrovnik.  For  over  fifteen  years, 
Mrs.  Grzecic  represented  Dubrovnik  and  the  hotel  industry  in  federal  eco¬ 
nomic  fora,  promoting  tourism  and  making  the  political  contacts  invalu¬ 
able  to  local  economic,  party,  and  government  interests.24  The  economic 
development  of  a  region  depends  upon  delegate  performance  like  hers. 

Republican  industrial  sectors  may  also  exercise  pressure  from  outside 
the  delegate  system  to  bring  about  desired  legislation.  A  case  in  point  is 
the  adoption  of  the  federal  law  on  power  development  on  the  Drina  and 
Neretva  rivers  in  May  1984.  The  Republics  of  Macedonia  and  Bosnia  and 
Herzegovina  are  very  poor  in  energy.  During  the  winter  of  1984,  electric 
output  fell  short  of  demand  and  the  electric  power  companies  were  forced 
to  cut  off  the  power  at  specified  times  of  day.  Although  not  overly  supplied 
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with  electric  energy,  Serbia  was  not  in  the  same  predicament.  However, 
as  a  sympathy  measure,  the  Serbian  company  also  cut  off  electricity  to 
residents  in  Belgrade  for  several  hours  during  the  day.  The  action  of  the 
three  companies  aroused  public  fears  and  generated  great  concern  in  the 
federal  assembly  about  the  future  of  electric  power  generation  in  the  three 
republics.  The  result  was  the  passage  of  a  bill  providing  for  the  building  of 
new  power  stations  along  the  Drina  and  Neretva  rivers.  One  of  these, 
located  on  the  Tara  River,  would  cause  the  flooding  of  the  Tara  Canyon, 
one  of  the  great  natural  wonders  of  Yugoslavia.  The  national  concern  cre¬ 
ated  by  the  electric  power  stoppages  obscured  the  agreements  being  made 
between  the  three  republics  on  the  construction  of  power  stations,  and  the 
bill  was  voted  before  any  action  could  be  mobilized  to  stop  it.25 

As  in  the  Soviet  case,  the  structural  constraints  of  the  Yugoslav  system 
operate  to  the  permanent  advantage  of  industry.  What  local  assembly 
would  insist  on  environmental  controls  to  the  possible  detriment  of  pro¬ 
duction?  By  law,  industry  must  help  finance  all  local  social  welfare  pro¬ 
grams  and  contribute  to  the  local  sociopolitical  organizations,  including 
the  League  of  Communists  of  Yugoslavia.  Industry  also  pays  for  the  party 
and  government  at  the  republican  level  and  decides  on  transfers  of  aid 
from  the  more  industrialized  to  the  less  developed  republics.  At  the  inter¬ 
republican  level,  industry  can  use  its  close  relationship  with  government  to 
promote  its  own  projects,  as  was  the  case  with  the  energy  agreement  on  the 
development  of  the  Drina  and  Neretva  rivers.  The  result  is  that  where 
environmental  controls  promote  business,  such  as  in  Dubrovnik  and  along 
the  Adriatic,  there  is  stricter  observance  of  the  regulations.  Where  they 
seem  separated  from  industrial  interest,  as  in  Kosovo  noted  earlier,  or  the 
Tara  River  Canyon,  industry  prefers  to  ignore  them. 

Thus,  in  the  two  countries,  the  special  relationship  of  industry  to  the 
government  gives  industry  a  permanently  dominant  position  in  any  discus¬ 
sion  with  an  environmental  agency.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  industrial  pressure 
is  exercised  vertically  through  the  central  branch  economic  ministries.  In 
Yugoslavia,  it  is  exercised  horizontally  at  the  community  and  republican 
levels.  Each  head  of  the  hydra  seeks  to  protect  its  own  industry  at  the 
potential  expense  of  the  others,  and  at  the  expense  of  the  environment. 
Until  industry  in  both  countries  can  be  convinced  that  environmental  pro- 
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tection  promotes  rather  than  thwarts  economic  progress,  it  is  unlikely  that 
the  production  orientation  will  change. 

The  bureaucratic  structure  of  industrial  environmental  control.  A  second 
structural  element  favoring  the  staying  power  of  the  industrial  enterprises  is 
the  organization  of  environmental  protection  within  industry  itself. 

The  environmental  obligations  for  the  industrial  ministries  in  the  Soviet 
Union  were  spelled  out  in  a  series  of  resolutions  of  the  USSR  Council  of 
Ministers,  starting  in  1965.  The  impetus  for  the  organization  of  environ¬ 
mental  councils  in  the  ministries  and  their  subordinate  units  came  from 
the  1972  resolution  on  the  strengthening  of  environmental  protection  and  a 
1974  decree  on  industrial  enterprises  that  mandated  the  creation  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  sections  in  the  enterprises.26  A  1978  joint  cc  cpsu  and  USSR 
Council  of  Ministers  resolution  required  that  bonuses  and  rewards  for 
workers  and  managements  be  made  contingent  upon  a  plant’s  fulfillment 
of  all  sections  of  its  plan,  including  the  environmental  section,  not  just 
the  production  norms.  The  resolutions  assign  the  individual  enterprise  a 
large  number  of  environmental  “rights.”  These  include  the  right  to  plan  its 
environmental  targets,  to  create  environmental  sections,  to  improve  its  en¬ 
vironmental  technology,  to  undertake  capital  construction  in  the  area  of 
environmental  protection,  to  design  a  bonus  and  reward  system  to  stimu¬ 
late  the  observance  of  environmental  norms,  to  provide  environmental 
education,  and  to  account  to  the  responsible  ministry  for  the  fulfillment  of 
its  environmental  norms. 

In  fact,  it  is  doubtful  that  at  this  writing  every  factory  has  its  environ¬ 
mental  section.  The  bureaucratic  protocol  required  to  implement  the  all- 
union  resolutions  is  long  and  cumbersome.  Prior  to  the  formation  of  a 
factory  council,  the  ministries  supervising  must  draw  up  guidelines  ( tipovyi 
akty)  setting  forth  the  procedure  for  the  formation  of  the  environmental 
sections.  Some  industrial  ministries  were  fairly  fast  in  establishing  guide¬ 
lines.  The  Ministry  of  Oil  Refining  and  Petrochemical  Industry,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  promulgated  its  guidelines  in  1976.  However,  the  Ministry  of  Chemical 
and  Petroleum  Machine  Building  (Minkhimmash)  did  not  issue  its  policy 
until  1979.27  In  1978,  a  USSR  Council  of  Ministers’  resolution  adopted  the 
twin  standards  of  pdv  (maximum  allowable  emission  level)  and  vcv  (tem- 
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porary  agreed-upon  emission  level.28  The  new  standards  made  the  work  of 
the  environmental  sections  easier,  but  required  ministries  whose  guidelines 
antedated  their  adoption  to  update  their  regulations,  thereby  causing  fur¬ 
ther  delays  in  the  establishment  of  a  factory  environmental  section  on  a 
permanent  basis.  While  the  branch  ministries  were  developing  guidelines 
for  enterprises  to  use  in  implementing  the  new  responsibilities,  the  local 
factories  were  required  to  reach  an  agreement  with  the  towns  in  which 
they  were  located  on  how  the  environmental  regulations  were  to  be  im¬ 
plemented  in  that  particular  area.  In  1977,  the  city  of  Sverdlovsk  signed  a 
four-part  agreement  with  the  local  enterprises.  The  agreement  set  forth 
what  each  factory  had  to  do  to  meet  the  PDK.  set  for  the  town,  and  when 
and  how  the  factories  would  proceed  to  implement  the  agreement.29 

Finally,  each  factory  must  pass  its  own  set  of  rules  that  integrate  the 
ministerial  guidelines  with  the  regional  agreement  in  a  form  that  will  en¬ 
able  the  factory  to  act.  Some  factory  akty  contain  only  a  statement  about 
the  environmental  section,  while  others  regulate  all  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  operations  in  the  enterprise.  Given  the  complexity  of  the  process  de¬ 
scribed,  it  is  probable  that  many  Soviet  enterprises  and  organizations  are 
still  without  their  interenterprise  regulations,  and  of  those  that  have  them, 
a  substantial  number  may  have  only  just  begun  to  organize  an  environ¬ 
mental  section.30 

The  creation  of  a  factory  environmental  section  is  no  guarantee  that  the 
factory  will  henceforth  perform  its  environmental  obligations  more  punc¬ 
tually.  In  smaller  factories,  there  are  neither  sufficient  personnel  nor  funds 
to  create  a  separate  section,  so  the  environmental  functions  are  given  to 
other  factory  sections,  most  often  the  technical  safety  division,  the  main 
technology  section  of  the  factory.  All  these  sections  have  production  as 
their  primary  concern  production.  Most  are  extremely  busy  seeing  that 
production  runs  smoothly  and  consequently  have  little  time  or  interest  to 
look  out  for  the  environment.  In  addition,  assignments  to  environmental 
control  duties  tend  to  be  rather  arbitrary.  The  chief  of  the  energy  section 
may  be  charged  with  water  conservation,  while  the  chief  of  the  section  for 
technical  safety  may  be  in  charge  of  air  pollution  control.  Given  the  hier¬ 
archical  factory  organization,  and  the  absence  of  interfactory  communica¬ 
tion,  the  likelihood  is  that  there  will  be  little  or  no  cooperation  between  the 
two  sections  in  the  implementation  of  the  planned  environmental  measures. 
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An  environmental  section  that  has  been  established  in  larger  factories 
may  be  assigned  only  monitoring  and  statistical  recording  duties,  such  as 
checking  and  recording  daily  emission  levels.  The  section  appears  to  be 
given  no  authority  to  order  a  change  in  technology  or  to  stop  production  in 
that  section  or  shop  where  environmental  norms  are  being  violated.  More 
often  than  not,  the  environmental  section  is  under  the  supervision  of  the 
chief  engineer  and  is  accountable  to  him.  The  chief  engineer  is  responsible 
for  the  plant’s  technological  production  and  development.  In  this  capacity, 
he  should  consider  choosing  technology  that  allows  for  rational  resource 
use  based  on  environmental  restraints.  However,  his  main  job  is  tied  to 
production,  and  while  environmental  matters  may  come  under  his  long¬ 
term  planning  concerns,  they  are  secondary  to  the  day-to-day  running  of 
the  plant.  The  result  again  is  that  environmental  regulations  are  shunted 
aside.  In  his  doctoral  study  on  the  topic,  Viktor  Kruglov  provides  an  infor¬ 
mative  account  of  the  different  types  of  organizations  and  varied  assignment 
of  functions  by  which  industries  in  Sverdlovsk  oblast  have  chosen  to  im¬ 
plement  the  environmental  section  mandate.31 

Soviet  experts  interviewed  by  the  author  differed  as  to  how  to  make  the 
environmental  section  more  efficient.  A  Leningrad  economist  was  in  favor 
of  putting  it  under  the  immediate  control  of  the  factory  director.  Colleagues 
in  the  Department  of  Environmental  Law  at  Moscow  State  University 
(mgu)  proposed  keeping  the  section  under  the  factory  chief  engineer,  but 
suggested  the  creation  of  an  environmental  subdepartment  of  the  techno¬ 
logical  section.  Others  urged  that  each  ministry  develop  position  descrip¬ 
tions  ( tipovoe  polozhenie)  that  specified  the  exact  qualifications  and  duties 
of  the  person  in  charge  of  environmental  protection  to  ensure  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  qualified  personnel  to  the  position.  Still  others,  citing  the  guide¬ 
lines  for  the  creation  of  an  environmental  section  developed  by  Minkhim- 
mash,  urged  the  statewide  standardization  of  the  responsibilities  of  the 
environmental  sections.32  The  discussion  of  the  organization  of  environ¬ 
mental  protection  in  industry  indicates  how  much  leeway  the  industrial 
enterprises  have  in  the  matter.  The  initial  ministerial  decree  specified  a 
very  simple  obligation,  the  formation  of  an  environmental  section  in  every 
factory  and  organization.  The  absence  of  any  supervisory  control  over  their 
actions,  the  hierarchical  chain  of  command,  and  the  necessity  for  agree¬ 
ment  with  local  authorities  enabled  the  branch  ministries  to  transform  the 
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regulations  into  a  bureaucratic  headache,  thereby  deferring  the  day  of 
compliance  until  such  time  as  the  ministry  deemed  appropriate. 

In  Yugoslavia,  environmental  councils  are  also  mandated  for  every  enter¬ 
prise.31  As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  councils  may  be  separate  entities  in 
conformance  with  the  legal  regulations,  or  they  may  be  distributed  among 
the  technical  departments  of  the  factory.  Once  again,  organization  struc¬ 
ture  undercuts  the  ability  of  the  councils  to  act. 

First  Engineer  Jelena  Vukovic,  chief  planner  for  ecology  and  environ¬ 
mental  protection  at  the  Zastava  Automobile  Plant  in  Kragujevac,  provided 
a  thorough  description  of  the  kind  of  work  she  and  her  associates  per¬ 
formed.  The  most  serious  problems,  in  her  view,  were  the  reduction  of 
noise  levels  in  the  pressing  shop,  the  wastewater  treatment  system,  and  the 
protection  of  workers  from  paint  fumes  in  the  paint  shop.  The  reduction  of 
noise  levels  was  difficult  because  it  was  almost  impossible  to  make  noisy 
motors  less  noisy.  The  solution  was  the  purchase  of  new  quiet  motors  at  a 
tremendous  expense,  since  noise-insulated  products  are  more  expensive 
than  noisy  ones.  The  third  problem  (see  chapter  3)  was  currently  irre¬ 
solvable  since  the  American  paint  company  from  which  the  paint  was 
purchased  refused  to  divulge  the  patented  chemical  formula  that  would 
enable  her  and  her  colleagues  to  develop  measures  to  protect  the  workers. 
The  success  story  was  the  completion  of  a  system,  financed  entirely  by  the 
factory,  for  the  collection  and  treatment  of  industrial  wastewater.  She  took 
us  to  the  treatment  center  to  show  us  how  all  the  plant’s  water  was  col¬ 
lected  in  one  spot  and  purified  to  the  level  prescribed  by  law  before  being 
dumped  into  the  city’s  wastewater  system. 

According  to  Engineer  Vukovic,  the  plant  was  constantly  visited  by  the 
city  inspectors  even  though  its  pollution  was  closely  monitored  by  the  fac¬ 
tory’s  internal  environmental  section.  If  a  worker  thought  he  was  being 
affected  by  some  pollutant,  he  was  obliged  to  contact  the  plant  inspector 
first  and  then  the  city  inspector.  If,  however,  he  thought  the  problem  was 
serious  enough,  he  might  go  directly  to  the  city  inspector.  The  environ¬ 
mental  section  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  protection  of  workers  at  work; 
that  was  the  responsibility  of  the  factory  committee  for  work  safety.  Vukovic 
said  that  there  had  been  many  complaints  from  one  district  regarding  the 
paint  fumes.  The  opstina  environmental  protection  committee  was  pressing 
the  factory  to  resolve  the  problem.  But  the  factory,  opstina,  and  district 
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knew  the  problem  could  not  be  solved  easily,  so  they  temporized  by  de¬ 
ciding  to  pool  resources  and  undertake  their  own  research  to  determine  the 
composition  of  the  paint. 

On  first  acquaintance,  the  Zastava  plant  appeared  to  have  organized  a 
model  environmental  section,  conscious  of  its  obligations  to  its  workers 
and  its  community.  But  further  discussion  indicated  that  there  were  diffi¬ 
culties.  The  plant,  of  course,  is  self-managed,  and  there  is  a  workers’  coun¬ 
cil,  as  required  by  law.  The  hard  decisions  come  when  the  workers  are 
called  upon  to  decide  where  they  are  going  to  put  that  small  part  of  the 
factory  profits  not  assigned  to  community  welfare,  fixed  investments,  or 
wages.  Understandably,  the  council’s  preference  was  either  to  return  some 
part  of  the  profit  to  the  workers  as  a  bonus,  or  to  increase  the  amount  allo¬ 
cated  to  investment  so  as  to  increase  income.  Vukovic  insisted  that  Zastava 
workers  were  very  conscious  of  safety  and  the  environment.  Nevertheless, 
when  pressed,  she  admitted  that  conflicts  over  the  allocation  of  remaining 
profits  tended  to  be  decided  in  favor  of  production  or  bonuses  for  the 
workers.34 

In  securing  protection  from  industrial  pollution,  the  community  plays  a 
critical  role  in  Yugoslavia.  In  the  preceding  chapter  mention  was  made  of  a 
polluting  cement  factory  near  Belgrade,  where  workers  had  complained 
of  cement  dust  in  their  residential  area.  The  complaints  had  led  to  the 
cooperation  of  the  environmental  protection  council  of  the  opstina  in 
which  the  plant  was  located,  the  opstina  town  council,  the  regional  plan¬ 
ning  council,  and  the  environmental  section  of  the  two-year-old  cement 
factory  in  an  investigation  of  a  solution.  To  assist  them,  they  had  hired  the 
environmental  protection  department  of  the  Institute  for  Technology  of 
Nuclear  and  Other  Raw  Materials  as  consultants.  The  opstina  did  not 
want  to  lose  jobs  or  income  from  the  closing  or  moving  of  the  plant  and  so 
insisted  on  exploring  options  for  improving  the  cement-making  process.35 

The  above  suggests  that  the  implementation  of  environmental  regula¬ 
tions  in  Yugoslav  industry  depends  primarily  on  four  factors:  the  support 
of  plant  management  and  the  workers’  council  of  the  factory  environmen¬ 
tal  council,  the  willingness  of  the  plant  and  its  community  to  undertake 
environmental  investments,  the  intensity  of  worker  and/or  public  com¬ 
plaints,  and  the  diligence  of  the  city  environmental  inspectors.  The  Yugo¬ 
slavs  point  out  that  under  their  system,  environmental  control  is  external 
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to  the  industrial  structure,  and  hence  the  inspectors  have  no  vested  interest 
in  overlooking  violations.  The  paint  and  cement  factory  cases  indicate 
otherwise.  If  the  pollution  problem  involves  a  great  deal  of  expense  and 
research,  the  plant’s  environmental  council  will  probably  be  powerless  to 
persuade  plant  management  to  take  action.  The  impetus  for  action  comes 
from  either  the  workers  or  the  public  and  must  be  sufficiently  vocal  to 
arouse  the  concern  of  the  opstina  authorities.  Self-management  means  that 
either  the  plant  must  then  take  action  on  its  own  or  share  expenses  with  the 
opstina.  A  rich,  prosperous  community  with  committed  public  officials  and 
an  aroused  public  may  vote  the  funds.  A  poor  or  disinterested  community 
might  not.  The  local  inspectors  in  the  first  community  may  be  very  active; 
those  in  the  second  may  prefer  to  remain  largely  invisible. 

It  thus  makes  little  difference  whether  the  structure  of  industrial  envi¬ 
ronmental  control  is  vertical  and  hierarchical,  or  horizontal.  Without  eco¬ 
nomic  incentive  or  resources  to  do  otherwise,  industrial  enterprises  in  both 
systems  will  prefer  to  pursue  production  goals  and  will  circumvent  envi¬ 
ronmental  controls,  the  existence  of  enterprise  environmental  committees 
notwithstanding. 

The  impact  of  planning  regulations  on  the  fulfillment  of  environmental 
protection  criteria.  The  compartmentalization  of  the  Soviet  planning  pro¬ 
cess  is  especially  visible  in  the  environmental  planning  of  the  branch  min¬ 
istries.  In  the  first  place,  the  environmental  section  of  each  ministerial  plan 
is  separated  from  the  economic  sector.  In  addition,  each  ministry  prepares 
its  own  environmental  plan  in  isolation  from  the  other  economic  and  re¬ 
source  ministries  as  well  as  environmental  agencies.  Local  enterprises  for¬ 
ward  their  plans  to  the  responsible  ministries  without  consultation  with 
other  local  institutions.  The  only  agreement  at  the  local  level  is  the  one 
with  local  government  on  measures  the  plant  will  take  to  bring  its  emis¬ 
sions  to  a  level  where  the  area  will  meet  the  mandated  pdk  (maximum 
permissible  concentration).  The  problems  inherent  in  the  lack  of  coordi¬ 
nation  are  not  such  as  to  encourage  a  plant  director  to  persevere  in  his 
environmental  obligations.  Large  construction  projects  such  as  the  building 
of  a  sewage  treatment  plant,  the  installation  of  appropriate  air  pollution 
equipment,  or  the  building  of  a  waste  disposal  site  require  the  cooperation 
of  the  many  supervising  ministries  that  specialize  in  the  component  parts 
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of  the  construction  project.  Each  ministry  must  weigh  this  project  against 
other  priorities.  The  contracting  plant  cannot  effectively  supervise  con¬ 
struction  because  the  firms  participating  in  the  project  are  subordinated 
each  to  its  own  responsible  ministry,  which  alone  decides  on  whether  and 
when  to  provide  materials  and  workers  to  its  subordinate.  Such  conditions 
do  not  encourage  a  plant  director  to  start  a  substantial  environmental 
project. 

The  problem  of  interbranch  coordination  is  particularly  critical  for  plan 
implementation  in  the  development  of  tics  (territorial  industrial  com¬ 
plexes).36  While  tics  are  officially  approved  planning  entities,  they  are  far 
from  fully  realized  in  practice.  The  major  cause  of  the  delay  is  that  they 
cross  traditional  administrative  boundaries.  A  territorial  commission  of 
Gosplan  has  been  created  for  the  West  Siberian  Petroleum  and  Gas  Com¬ 
plex,  but  what  is  needed  is  the  formation  of  a  tic  administration  with 
powers  to  reallocate  money  and  to  order  departments  across  ministerial 
boundaries.37  Until  an  appropriate  administrative  system  is  worked  out,  the 
comprehensive  features  of  tic  planning  risk  being  distorted  by  interminis- 
terial  rivalries.  Unfortunately,  environmental  protection  does  not  constitute 
one  of  the  comprehensive  elements,  but  continues  to  be  a  secondary  plan¬ 
ning  issue  separate  from  the  economic  plan  indicators.  In  a  book  describing 
the  development  of  computer  models  for  optimizing  the  formation  of  tics, 
none  of  the  models,  including  that  involving  the  composition  of  initial 
information,  contains  an  environmental  impact  category.  Evidently,  not 
even  the  large  and  excellent  literature  on  Siberia’s  fragile  ecology  has  been 
able  to  influence  the  planners  to  reform  traditional  planning  categories.38 

A  second  difficulty  with  fulfilling  plan  criteria  lies  in  the  bonus  system. 
The  1978  linking  of  the  bonus  system  to  environmental  performance  repre¬ 
sented  a  concrete  step  toward  providing  economic  incentives  for  environ¬ 
mental  protection,  but  it  cannot  be  considered  a  viable  long-term  solution. 
First,  as  scholars  have  consistently  pointed  out,39  the  bonus  system  does 
not  stimulate  managers  to  fulfill  the  objectives  desired  by  the  leadership, 
but  rather  to  keep  plan  targets  as  low  as  possible  in  order  to  be  able  to 
meet  them  and  qualify  for  the  bonus.  Thus,  as  far  as  fulfilling  environmen¬ 
tal  targets  is  concerned,  reform  of  the  reward  system  must  be  considered 
only  a  modest  modification  of  the  rules  of  the  game.  When  environmental 
indicators  were  first  introduced,  the  enterprise  manager  could  easily  ignore 
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them  in  favor  of  the  production  norms  with  their  attendant  rewards.  When 
the  implementation  of  environmental  controls  was  tied  to  the  bonus,  the 
factory  manager’s  interest  shifted  to  the  planning  of  incremental  improve¬ 
ments  rather  than  major  environmental  measures.  An  example  was  given 
in  the  previous  chapter  in  the  case  of  air  pollution  over  Irkutsk,  where  the 
management  of  the  polluting  plant  put  off  the  installation  of  expensive  air 
pollution  controls  pending  a  planned  reconstruction  of  the  plant. 

V.  V.  Petrov,  among  others,  has  argued  that  tying  environmental  con¬ 
trols  to  the  bonus  system  is  not  enough.  The  factory  manager  will  only  do 
what  is  necessary  when  his  planned  profits  are  attacked.  Petrov  recom¬ 
mends  that  fines  levied  for  noncompliance  be  increased  so  as  to  make  a 
difference  in  the  factory  pocketbook,  and  that  contrary  to  current  practice, 
the  fines  be  counted  against  the  planned  factory  profits.  Managers  would 
thus  be  obliged  to  fulfill  their  environmental  obligations  if  they  wanted  the 
bonus. 

A  third  way  in  which  the  planning  process  has  an  impact  on  the  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  environmental  criteria  lies  in  the  rigid  and  task-oriented  formulas 
handed  down  by  the  ministerial  hierarchy  to  the  enterprises  for  the  drafting 
of  environmental  plan  proposals.  A  factory  developing  a  plan  for  the  con¬ 
trol  of  water  pollution  must  give  account  of  the  420  pollutants  listed  in 
“The  General  Requirements  for  the  Composition  and  Water  Properties  of 
Water  Objects  at  Points  of  Economic-drinking  and  Cultural-residential 
Water  Use.”40  The  factory  must  state  the  level  of  actual  pollution  for  each 
pollutant,  the  projected  level  of  pollution  at  the  end  of  the  plan  period,  and 
a  summary  of  measures  to  be  undertaken  to  meet  the  projection.  There  are 
similar  forms  for  reporting  point-source  emissions  of  a  long  list  of  air 
pollutants  from  different  kinds  of  smokestacks.  It  is  a  question  whether 
most  plants  have  the  measuring  equipment  or  the  specialists  capable  of 
doing  the  job.  Even  if  they  do,  the  task  is  enormously  time-consuming.  It 
is  understandable  why  the  manager  might  take  his  time  in  completing  the 
form  or  simply  falsify  the  records,  as  was  apparently  done  at  thermal  and 
electric  power  plants  in  Ekibastuz  in  Kazakhstan.41  In  the  event  that  all  the 
required  information  is  obtained  and  a  plan  drawn  up,  the  manager  knows 
that  the  plan  can  always  be  revised  if  it  cannot  be  accomplished. 

Finally,  there  is  the  question  of  relating  environmental  plans  to  the 
actual  costs  of  implementation.  Soviet  critics  of  the  failure  of  enterprises  to 
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fulfill  their  planned  environmental  norms  tend  to  underrate  the  problem  of 
funding  and  materials,42  while  managers  complain  frequently  that  these 
are  lacking.  The  critics  reply  that  when  the  order  for  certain  environmental 
control  measures  is  sent  down  to  the  factory  through  the  planning  chan¬ 
nels,  funding  and  materials  follow  the  order.  But  this  is  often  not  the  case. 
Funding  for  environmental  projects  comes  out  of  the  central  and  republi¬ 
can  investment  monies  and  is  distributed  through  the  central  ministries 
(factories  are  not  obliged  to  use  their  profits  for  environmental  measures). 
With  their  production  orientation,  ministries  are  not  enthusiastic  about 
allocating  funds  for  environmental  controls.  It  took  the  city  of  Saratov  ten 
years  to  wring  200,000  rubles  out  of  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Light  Industry 
to  reconstruct  the  water  treatment  plant  of  a  major  Saratov  tannery.43 
Similar  ministerial  reluctance  was  shown  in  Bratsk.  The  city  was  suffering 
severely  from  air  pollution  created  by  the  USSR’s  largest  pulp  and  alu¬ 
minum  mills.  The  gas  from  the  aluminum  mill  apparently  had  formed  a 
film  on  the  mill’s  electrolysis  bath,  raising  the  danger  that  workers  might 
be  burned.  The  USSR  Ministry  of  Nonferrous  Metallurgy  promised  to 
provide  the  plant  with  ventilators,  but  as  of  1982,  none  were  in  operation 44 
Even  when  funds  are  allocated,  enterprise  directors  frequently  do  not 
use  these  monies  to  implement  the  environmental  plan,  but  shunt  them  off 
into  the  production  fund  or  do  not  use  them  at  all  and  return  them  to 
their  ministerial  superiors.  Exact  figures  on  the  amount  of  environmentally 
designated  monies  returned  to  the  central  ministerial  funds  are  unavailable 
in  the  USSR.  Some  idea  of  the  sums  involved,  however,  may  be  obtained 
from  information  released  in  Poland  in  January  1980  during  the  heyday  of 
the  Solidarity  period.  According  to  the  Warsaw  periodical  Perspektywy, 
during  the  1976-1980  plan,  55  billion  zlotys  were  earmarked  for  environ¬ 
mental  protection  outlays,  of  which  only  38.8  million  (75  percent)  were 
actually  used.  Although  this  figure  represented  an  improvement  over  the 
utilization  of  environmental  funds  during  the  previous  five-year  planning 
period  (65  percent),45  environmental  protection  programs  were  not  bene- 
fitting  from  all  the  money  allocated  to  them.  Similar  information  on  a  local 
level  found  in  the  Soviet  press  suggests  that  the  Soviet  record  may  be  con¬ 
siderably  less  impressive.  In  1976,  the  town  of  Penza,  southeast  of  Moscow, 
approved  the  construction  of  a  water  treatment  and  sewage  plant  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  17.6  million  rubles.  By  1981,  only  2  million  rubles  of  that 
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had  been  spent.46  According  to  Dr.  Antonin  Kerner  of  the  Law  Faculty  at 
Charles  University,  Prague,  the  most  important  thing  for  an  environmental 
project  was  to  get  the  first  monies  allocated  in  the  five-year  plan.  Alloca¬ 
tion,  however,  did  not  mean  the  project  was  carried  out,  just  that  the  funds 
were  available.  Difficulties  in  obtaining  requisite  equipment  was  one  ex¬ 
planation,  he  said,  for  delay  in  the  initiation  of  environmental  projects; 
managerial  shunting  of  environmental  funds  to  meet  short-term  needs  was 
another. 

In  Yugoslavia,  major  legislation  has  tried  to  make  planning  a  positive 
factor  in  the  realization  of  environmental  protection  since  1974.  Three 
documents  guide  the  elaboration  of  the  environmental  component  of  the 
economic  and  social  plans  across  the  country.  The  first  is  the  constitution, 
which  requires  every  enterprise  and  citizen  to  practice  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  (Articles  192  and  193).  The  1976  Associated  Labor  Act  imposes  the 
responsibility  for  environmental  protection  upon  the  worker  and  his  work 
organization,  stipulating  that  a  factory  may  not  decide  on  the  disposition 
of  its  disposable  income  without  first  setting  aside  a  sum  for  environmental 
protection,  as  it  does  for  the  siz  (Articles  no  and  in).  The  1976-1980 
five-year  plan  first  mentioned  the  need  for  environmental  controls  and  the 
1981-1985  plan  finally  mandated  environmental  measures. 

Section  41  of  the  1981-1985  plan  obliges  the  republics  to  set  common 
standards  and  methodology  for  environmental  control  by  1985.47  Goal  10 
of  the  Basic  Plan  obliges  all  factories  and  enterprises  to  include  environ¬ 
mental  protection  in  their  investment  planning,  changing  a  recommenda¬ 
tion  in  the  1976-1980  plan  into  a  legal  obligation.  Yugoslav  and  inter¬ 
national  banks  may  not  extend  credit  for  a  construction  project  unless 
environmental  measures  are  included  in  the  development  plans.  The 
Slovenes  reportedly  strongly  supported  this  stipulation,  demanding  its 
strict  enforcement,  because  of  the  fragile,  mountainous  character  of  their 
terrain.  Again  by  law,  a  group  of  specialists  must  be  formed  to  review  each 
investment  project.  Some  of  the  republics,  like  Macedonia,  have  yet  to 
create  such  a  group  or  to  establish  a  procedure  on  project  review,  but  all 
were  required  to  have  a  system  in  place  by  1985.48  However,  1985  has  come 
and  gone,  and  few  of  the  plan’s  environmental  provisions  have  been  im¬ 
plemented.  Agreement  on  the  overall  plan  was  particularly  drawn  out.  A 
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draft  federal  compact  on  energy  production  for  1981-1985  was  reached 
only  in  February  1982,  two  years  into  the  planning  period.49 

Once  the  federal  plan  has  been  agreed  upon,  it  is  returned  to  the  plan¬ 
ning  institutes  of  the  republican  governments  where  talks  ensue  over  the 
production  and  consumption  norms  needed  to  fulfill  the  federal  guidelines. 
Representatives  from  the  republican  councils  for  environmental  protection 
and  territorial  planning  participate  at  these  meetings  along  with  delegates 
from  industry,  the  siz,  the  sociopolitical  organizations,  and  local  govern¬ 
ment.  While  the  republics  are  drawing  up  their  plans,  the  factories  and 
enterprises,  as  well  as  the  cities  and  communes,  are  formulating  theirs. 
There  seems  to  be  no  particular  pressure  to  come  to  agreement.  Typically, 
many  organizations  do  not  have  their  five-year  plans  in  place  until  well 
into  the  third  year  of  the  federal  plan.  To  achieve  their  environmental 
objectives,  industry  may  enter  into  “self-managing  contracts”  with  other 
industries  or  with  local  government.  In  1985  the  Federal  Council  for  the 
Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Human  Environment  recorded  ninety 
work  organizations  that  had  entered  into  such  agreements.50 

Because  the  federal  plan  provides  guidelines  only,  resistance  to  them 
may  come  at  any  level.  The  republics  may  not  be  able  to  write  a  plan  in 
agreement  with  the  federal  guidelines,  because  republican  industries  will 
resist  guidelines  they  consider  impractical  and  delay  agreement  until  late 
into  the  planning  period.  Local  factory  opposition  may  hinder  the  adoption 
of  local  opstina  plans.  Moreover,  the  mandated  expert  project  review  com¬ 
mittees  are  republican  appointees,  and  thus  subject  to  republican  political 
pressures.  Resistance  is  less  a  matter  of  a  deliberate  refusal  to  fulfill  plan 
quotas,  for  there  are  no  rigid  norms,  as  the  neglect  or  changing  of  plan 
guidelines  to  fit  the  industry’s  perceived  circumstances.  In  the  absence  of 
any  well-defined  hierarchical  authority,  the  industrial  bureaucracy,  in  con¬ 
sultation  with  other  local  or  regional  bureaucratic  interests,  may  so  modify 
the  guidelines  as  to  vitiate  the  achievement  of  planned  national  environ¬ 
mental  and  economic  goals. 

Assets 

Tangible.  As  was  shown  in  chapter  3,  in  comparison  to  the  other  environ¬ 
mental  actors,  the  industrial  organizations  in  both  countries  are  clearly  the 
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best  off  as  far  as  financial  assets  are  concerned.51  Through  direct  central 
distribution  of  monies  and  favorable  tax  and  lending  policies,  the  state 
subsidizes  their  pollution  control  efforts  without  comparable  state  moni¬ 
toring  of  where  or  how  the  funds  are  used.  In  both  countries,  the  chief 
beneficiary  is  heavy  industry.  However,  industry  is  limited  in  borrowing 
power  and  what  it  can  do  with  its  profits. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  financing  of  an  individual  project  may  be  real¬ 
ized  through  an  allocation  from  the  state  budget,  through  the  centralized 
resources  of  the  branch  ministries,  or  through  the  decentralized  resources 
available  to  the  enterprise.  Both  ministerial  and  enterprise  resources  come 
from  industry’s  planned  profits.  Prior  to  1965,  the  ministry  retained  the 
substantial  portion  of  these  monies.52  Since  the  1965  reforms  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  enterprises  have  returned  a  proportionately  smaller  share  of  their 
planned  profits  to  the  central  budget,  but  they  have  been  highly  circum¬ 
scribed  in  what  they  can  do  with  the  retained  money.  Important  to  the 
environmental  question  is  that  industry’s  right  to  retain  profits  either  cen¬ 
trally  or  decentrally  has  given  the  branch  ministries  new  bargaining  power 
with  the  planners  over  what  projects  should  be  financed. 

In  1977,  the  share  of  capital  investment  in  ministerial  funds  was  approxi¬ 
mately  9.4  percent.  This  figure  (88  billion  rubles)  represented  72  percent 
of  all  capital  investment  for  that  year.  In  using  these  monies,  ministries 
have  shown  the  most  interest  in  retooling  existing  enterprises.  In  the  Tenth 
Five-Year  Plan  (1976-1980),  the  share  of  investment  in  this  area  averaged 
67  percent  over  industry  as  a  whole.  While  some  of  this  investment  un¬ 
doubtedly  went  into  environmental  controls,  leading  Soviet  economist 
V.  G.  Lebedev  points  out  that  the  main  thrust  of  reconstruction  was  to 
increase  plant  operating  efficiency  to  reduce  repair  and  maintenance  costs. 
At  the  same  time,  the  increased  share  of  capital  investment  in  equipment 
as  against  construction  testified  to  greater  management  attention  to  tech¬ 
nological  improvements.  The  proportion  of  industrial  expenditures  on 
scientific-research  institutions,  including  payment  of  salaries  and  other 
items,  also  increased.  In  1977,  it  averaged  59  percent  across  industry  as 
a  whole  and  reached  71  percent  in  the  transport  and  communications 
industries.53  These  figures  indicate  that  branch  ministerial  priorities  are 
heavily  weighted  toward  the  development  of  production-oriented  tech- 
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nologies.  The  more  independent  bargaining  stance  brought  about  by  the 
reforms,  has,  not  surprisingly,  been  primarily  exploited  for  economic  goals. 

While  the  reforms  strengthened  the  autonomy  of  the  branch  ministries, 
the  enterprises’  discretion  in  the  utilization  of  retained  profits  is  not  very 
large.  With  the  money  at  their  disposal,  enterprises  may  undertake  only 
small  investment  projects.  Larger  programs  require  funding  from  the  min¬ 
istry  or  the  state  budget.  Even  if  the  enterprise  should  wish  to  invest  in 
environmental  controls,  the  likelihood  is  that  the  expense  would  be  more 
than  it  could  generate  from  its  decentralized  resources.  The  ministry  thus 
stands  at  the  pivotal  point  in  the  implementation  of  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  goals.  The  party  leadership  and  government  may  write  resolutions, 
but  the  ministry  holds  a  large  portion  of  the  financial  solution. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  local  enterprise  also  does  not  have  much  power  to 
decide  on  its  investments.  However,  the  power  to  make  that  decision  is 
found  not  in  the  industrial  hierarchy  but  in  negotiations  between  the  party, 
government,  and  economic  authorities  at  the  local  and  republican  levels. 
The  law  and  local  agreement  stipulate  what  share  of  local  industrial  profits 
must  go  to  support  the  various  sizova,  the  political  organizations,  and 
local  government.  In  principle,  the  factory  workers’  council  decides  what 
to  do  with  the  remainder.  The  current  five-year  plan  requires  that  some 
part  of  it  be  set  aside  for  environmental  expenditures.  However,  similar  to 
the  Soviet  case,  the  factory’s  own  resources  will  not  be  sufficient  to  under¬ 
take  any  but  a  small  project.  In  the  Zastava  plant,  the  worker’s  council  was 
reluctant  to  put  more  money  into  the  environmental  fund  if  such  an  action 
took  away  from  investment  in  production  or  workers’  wages.  The  case  of 
the  cement  factory  cited  in  the  previous  chapter  indicates  that  the  devel¬ 
opment  and  funding  of  a  major  environmental  project  requires  at  the  very 
minimum  commune  assistance.  This  assistance  in  turn  necessitates  consul¬ 
tation  with  the  financial  and  political  interests  in  the  area. 

The  cement  factory  case  further  suggests  that  industry  can  exploit  a 
weak  financial  position  with  local  party  and  opstina  officials  to  produce  a 
collective  decision  favorable  to  production.  If  the  commune  did  not  want 
the  cement  factory  closed  or  relocated,  the  options  narrowed  down  to  one: 
namely,  to  install  the  cheapest  possible  environmental  controls  to  do  the 
job.  The  position  of  the  polluting  factory  in  this  instance  was  nearer  to  the 
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position  of  a  polluting  factory  in  the  West,  where  loss  of  jobs  or  industrial 
relocation  urge  local  officials  to  compromise  on  meeting  environmental 
norms.  The  bargaining  power  of  the  Yugoslav  firm  lies  in  the  tacit  threat  of 
economic  disaster  if  its  position  is  not  adopted. 

Intangible.  The  first  intangible  asset  enjoyed  by  the  economic  organizations 
is  control  over  information.  In  the  United  States,  most  of  the  information 
on  environmental  conditions  comes  from  self-reporting  by  industry.  The 
propensity  of  private  industry  for  information  monopoly  was  decisively 
demonstrated  in  1973  with  the  revelation  of  the  large  oil  companies’  vir¬ 
tually  exclusive  possession  of  data  on  oil  reserves.54  The  reliance  of  the  epa 
on  the  chemical  industry  for  accurate  reporting  of  critical  toxic  waste  data 
in  1982  was  a  major  factor  in  the  scandal  surrounding  the  agency’s  chief 
administrator. 

Environmental  data  collection  is  also  the  product  of  industrial  self- 
reporting  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia.  Since  Gosplan  was  autho¬ 
rized  in  1972  to  develop  the  methodology  for  including  an  environmental 
protection  section  in  the  planning  process,55  the  Soviet  industrial  ministries 
have  been  required  to  issue  to  their  subordinate  departments  and  enter¬ 
prises  detailed  instructions  on  the  collection  of  pollution  data  based  on 
Gosplan  and  environmental  lead  agency  directives.  The  requisite  data  are 
developed  at  the  enterprise  level  by  the  plant  environmental  section  and 
forwarded  up  the  ministerial  hierarchy.  Data  on  each  environmental  area 
are  sent  to  the  lead  agency  responsible  for  that  area  before  their  eventual 
transmission  to  Gosplan.  Only  the  ministry  has  complete  environmental 
information  for  the  enterprises  under  its  jurisdiction.  The  1980  Air  Quality 
Control  Law  gave  Goskomgidromet  monitoring  authority  that  included 
entering  a  factory  without  being  requested,  and  taking  measurements. 
However,  the  lead  environmental  agencies  are  not  sufficiently  staffed  to  be 
able  to  take  every  necessary  measurement,  and  they  must  rely  on  the 
branch  ministries’  data.  As  in  every  country,  self-reporting  raises  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  data  provided  by  the  ministry  may  be  false,  misleading,  or 
superficial.  Furthermore,  because  planning  is  based  on  the  branch  prin¬ 
ciple,  information  is  also  transmitted  according  to  the  branch  principle 
with  the  environmental  part  of  the  plan  kept  separate  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  sections.56  The  environmental  information  generated  for  the  planning 
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agency  is  thus  locked  into  the  economic  branch  planning  process  and 
hence  only  utilizable  for  limited  decisions.  The  result  is  that  Soviet  plan¬ 
ners  do  not  get  environmental  information  in  a  form  that  would  enable 
them  to  plan  for  optimal  environmental  management  and  resource  use. 
The  ministry  retains  its  secrets. 

Another  important  source  of  ministerial  power  in  information  control  is 
that  access  to  all  data  is  on  a  need-to-know  basis  for  authorized  persons 
only.  The  information  collected  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  ministry  that 
collected  it  for  viewing  by  the  party  and  government  leadership  or  by  other 
persons  to  whom  the  ministry  will  give  authorization.  Information  may  be 
restricted  to  one  bureaucracy  and  oftentimes  to  one  department,  and  it  is 
released  only  at  the  discretion  of  the  heads  of  that  bureaucracy.  It  is  thus 
virtually  impossible  for  anyone  outside  the  inner  circle  of  a  given  ministry 
to  know  all  the  facts  on  a  particular  environmental  situation  or  to  relate 
those  facts  to  a  similar  problem  in  another  ministry.  It  is  even  difficult  for 
a  research  department  in  the  same  ministry  to  get  the  facts  from  another 
department  that  will  enable  the  experts  to  carry  on  their  authorized  re¬ 
search.57  Official  censorship  also  comes  into  play.  Although  more  environ¬ 
mental  information  is  published  now  than  even  ten  years  ago,  the  release  of 
environmental  data  remains  a  sensitive  issue,  especially  information  con¬ 
cerning  public  health  and  welfare.58  The  branch  ministries  have  little  incen¬ 
tive  to  give  freely  of  the  environmental  information  they  have  collected. 
The  compartmentalized  control  of  information  by  the  branch  ministries  is 
a  major  source  of  power  in  environmental  decisionmaking.  One  way  the 
party  and  government  leadership  may  have  tried  to  circumvent  this  source 
was  to  locate  a  monitoring  and  inspection  system  under  Goskomgidromet. 

In  Yugoslavia,  environmental  data  collection  is  in  its  infancy.59  The  1980- 
1985  federal  environmental  guidelines  cannot  be  translated  into  action  un¬ 
til  some  standardized  reporting  system  is  set  up.  The  general  monitoring 
provided  by  the  institutes  of  health  and  hydrometeorology,  although  im¬ 
proving  steadily,  is  insufficient  in  itself,  and  scientists  attached  to  these 
organizations  have  not  earned  a  good  reputation.  The  Sava  River  scandal 
indicates  that  there  can  be  strong  local  and  regional  pressure  on  data- 
reporting  by  regional  inspectorates.  At  the  present  time,  the  Yugoslav  gov¬ 
ernments  have  to  rely  on  the  still  crude  self-reports  of  industry,  with  all 
their  inherent  distortions.  If  the  Federal  Skupstina  (assembly)  manages  to 
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establish  a  federal  water  inspectorate,  there  is  some  chance  for  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  an  independent  federal  data  collection  system. 

The  economic  organizations’  second  intangible  asset  complements  the 
first:  Industry  is  particularly  well  placed  to  control  its  organizational  envi¬ 
ronment.  The  logic  of  the  situation  produces  two  interdependent  behaviors. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  ministerial  bureaucracies  attempt  to  expand  their 
areas  of  jurisdiction  to  undermine  the  power  that  their  fellow  ministries 
derive  from  the  exercise  of  their  administrative  monopolies.  On  the  other 
hand,  each  ministry  withdraws  behind  its  ministerial  “walls”  to  reconsti¬ 
tute  the  monopoly  threatened  by  interministerial  competition  by  trying  to 
ensure  that  the  total  production  process  remains  under  its  sole  jurisdiction. 
The  stability  of  the  system  derives  both  from  the  ministry’s  control  of  its 
internal  suppliers  and  the  closed-circle  relationship  established  between 
the  ministry  and  its  external  suppliers.  In  the  absence  of  competition,  all 
parties  to  the  production  circle  have  an  interest  in  maintaining  the  status 
quo,  because  it  affords  to  each  actor  the  greatest  opportunities  for  action 
vis-a-vis  the  other  members  of  the  circle  with  the  least  possibility  of  inter¬ 
ference  from  the  outside.  There  is  no  way  to  judge  the  economic  perfor¬ 
mance  of  the  members  except  by  the  plan  indicators,  which  may  be  easily 
manipulated  because  of  each  member’s  monopoly  of  information.  The 
process  just  described  is  what  Crozier  has  called  the  “autonomization  of 
systems  of  relationship.”  The  more  the  system  assures  stability  and  bal¬ 
ance,  the  more  autonomous  it  becomes,  and  the  more  difficult  to  change 
from  the  outside.60 

The  branch  ministries  derive  a  major  portion  of  their  power  from  their 
ability  to  maintain  and  increase  their  administrative  autonomy.  Resistance 
to  novelty  is  built  into  the  tendency  of  organizations  to  survive.61  In  the 
Soviet  case,  it  matters  little  whether  a  proposed  reform  has  economic  or 
environmental  objectives.  Ministerial  autonomy  means  that  the  party  and 
government  leaders  have  limited  leverage  to  move  a  ministerial  bureauc¬ 
racy  in  the  direction  they  desire.  If  the  number  of  reports  on  ministerial 
failures  to  assume  environmental  obligations  seems  to  be  increasing  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  one  reason  may  be  a  rising  perception  on  the  part  of  certain 
segments  of  the  Soviet  leadership  of  the  difficulty  of  changing  ministerial 
behavior  without  some  mobilization  of  public  opinion. 

In  Yugoslavia,  industrial  “autonomization”  differs  only  in  the  greater 
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decentralization  of  its  economic  sectors.  One  of  the  major  reasons  for  the 
perpetuation  of  unprofitable  enterprises  in  Yugoslavia  is  that  enterprises 
have  borrowed  from  each  other  and  from  financial  institutions  to  keep 
going,  for  the  collapse  of  one  business  threatens  to  bring  down  a  series  of 
interdependent  concerns,  in  a  domino  effect.  To  stave  off  this  eventuality, 
the  Yugoslav  government  has  preferred  to  let  the  total  economy  absorb  the 
loss  by  permitting  continued  overdrafts  and  price  increases  to  such  an 
extent  that  an  enormous  debt  has  been  built  up  in  the  system.62  Through 
self-managing  agreements,  Yugoslav  enterprises  create  in  their  own  way  an 
autonomous  production  circle  where  vested  interests  combine  to  keep  the 
circle  going  rather  than  change  industrial  behavior.  The  horizontal  and 
vertical  interdependence  of  industry,  government,  and  the  sociopolitical 
organizations  within  each  republic  urges  the  three  to  close  ranks  in  order 
to  find  ways  to  keep  the  unprofitable  industry  open  rather  than  risk  the 
uncertainties  of  economic  and  political  reform. 

Hence,  whether  it  is  centralized  or  “self-managed,”  industry  in  both 
countries  has  sufficient  autonomy  and  control  of  its  production  environ¬ 
ment  so  that  the  economic  organizations  can,  in  effect,  “sabotage”  an  envi¬ 
ronmental  policy  decision,  despite  the  best  intentions  of  the  party  and 
government  authorities.  The  policy  decisions  provide  the  legal  ground  rules 
by  which  the  “sabotage”  is  carried  out.  While  industry  may  attempt  to 
acquire  similar  control  of  its  production  setting  in  the  United  States,  it  is 
limited  by  the  fact  of  competition.  The  setting  of  environmental  standards 
and  compliance  dates  are  far  more  highly  politicized  in  the  United  States 
than  in  either  the  Soviet  Union  or  Yugoslavia,  precisely  because  industry  in 
the  latter  countries  is  secure  in  its  autonomous  production  circle  and  safe 
from  the  sharp  eyes  of  environmental  inspectors  and  a  suspicious  public. 

Costs  and  Benefits 

The  foregoing  suggests  that  the  immediate  benefits  accruing  to  the  indus¬ 
trial  organizations  from  the  implementation  of  environmental  regulations 
at  the  present  time  are  marginal.  Naturally  there  are  managers  in  both 
countries  who  are  sincerely  concerned  about  the  environment  and  anxious 
to  do  their  share.  But  neither  the  system  nor  the  regulations  are  structured 
to  offer  many  tangible  rewards.  Tying  factory  bonuses  to  fulfillment  of  the 
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environmental  plan  speaks  to  personal  ambition  and  the  desire  for  the  easy 
life.  However,  since  the  terms  of  the  plan  are  negotiable  and  can  be  readily 
manipulated,  plant  personnel  may  receive  their  bonuses  without  having  to 
assume  their  full  share  of  environmental  obligations.  In  Yugoslavia,  an 
incentive  to  fulfilling  environmental  obligations  can  be  seen  in  the  stipula¬ 
tion  that  all  investment  projects  must  contain  an  environmental  component 
or  else  the  money  is  not  forthcoming.  But  again,  if  unprofitable  industries 
can  obtain  refinancing  without  being  forced  to  change  their  behavior,  solid 
concerns  will  certainly  be  able  to  find  developmental  financing  through  the 
hydra  network  without  having  to  follow  through  on  the  environmental 
component  of  the  project. 

On  the  cost  side  of  the  ledger,  there  is  little  data  available  to  suggest  how 
much  industry  has  to  pay  for  environmental  controls,  particularly  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia.  However,  a  few  individual  examples  may  provide  some  idea  of  the 
dimensions  of  the  problem.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  most  environmental  in¬ 
vestment  comes  out  of  the  state  budget,  since  investment  from  a  ministry’s 
or  an  enterprise’s  own  funds  tends  to  go  toward  factory  renovation  and 
retooling.  Hence,  the  actual  cost  of  a  major  environmental  protection  proj¬ 
ect,  such  as  a  sewage  treatment  system  or  air  pollution  control  equipment, 
is  not  generally  borne  by  the  factory  or  the  ministry  at  all.  The  observance 
of  environmental  controls  on  a  daily  operational  basis  is  another  matter. 
According  to  officials  at  Gosleskhoz  (the  State  Committee  on  Forestry), 
in  1980  it  cost  approximately  8  rubles  17  kopeks  to  clear-cut  a  hectare 
of  woodlot,  while  selective  cutting  costs  ran  upward  of  25  rubles.  Clear- 
cutting  was  thus  the  general  rule,  even  though  there  might  be  differences 
of  opinion  regarding  the  environmental  hazard  of  the  method.  Fire  protec¬ 
tion  and  pest  control  ran  anywhere  from  5  percent  to  10  percent  of  the 
Gosleskhoz’s  annual  budget.63  The  widespread  use  of  clear-cutting  has  been 
cited  as  the  cause  for  much  of  the  country’s  erosion  problems,  as  well  as  the 
death  of  entire  forest  stands.  The  first  deputy  minister  of  forestry  of  the 
Kazak  ssr  described  the  problem  succinctly:  “Most  forestry  enterprises 
utilize  only  clear-cutting.  This  has  resulted  in  a  complete  stripping  of  trees 
from  whole  regions,  from  mountains  and  along  rivers.  .  .  .  Tree  cutters  do 
nothing  whatever  to  promote  tree  growth.  As  a  result,  bare  earth  is  left 
behind  in  forested  areas  and  any  growth  is  crushed  beneath  tractors.”64 
There  is  no  way  of  determining  the  cost  of  such  destruction  to  the  Soviet 
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economy.  A  recent  report  on  Siberian  forestry  practices  stated  that  40  per¬ 
cent  of  potentially  usable  timber  was  left  by  the  lumberers  because  it  took 
too  much  time  and  was  thus  too  costly  to  cut  it  up  and  load  it  on  trucks!65 

A  second  example  of  the  problem  of  determining  environmental  costs 
concerns  land  reclamation.  According  to  M.  F.  Grishaev,66  former  deputy 
chief  of  the  State  Administration  for  Land  Development  ( zemlieustroistvo ) 
of  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Agriculture,  more  than  100,000  hectares  are 
reclaimed  each  year.  Land  damaged  after  the  passage  of  the  Land  Act 
(1968)  must  be  reclaimed  at  the  Ministry  of  Mining’s  expense,  while  the 
reclamation  of  land  destroyed  prior  to  the  act  is  at  the  state’s  expense.  Areas 
that  have  experienced  severe  degradation  are  not  scheduled  for  reclamation 
because  the  state  determined  it  was  not  cost-effective.  Mr.  Grishaev  indi¬ 
cated  that  by  1980,  most  ministries  had  finished  reclaiming  reclaimable 
old  land,  and  the  process  was  expected  to  be  completed  within  the  current 
five-year  plan.67 

The  deputy  chief  was  unable  to  provide  the  author  with  figures  on  the 
cost  of  land  reclamation  other  than  those  found  in  the  annual  yearbook.  He 
said  the  figure  was  generally  based  on  costs  incurred  to  bring  new  soil  to 
the  reclaimed  site  and  to  transport  the  site  subsoils  to  a  disposal  area,  and 
on  the  comparative  cost  of  developing  new,  hitherto  undeveloped  land.  For 
instance,  if  the  cost  of  transporting  soil  to  a  reclaimed  site  was  less  than  the 
cost  of  development  of  a  new  parcel  of  land,  the  area  would  be  reclaimed; 
if  it  was  not,  the  area  would  be  left  alone.  Mr.  Grishaev  roughly  assessed 
the  average  cost  of  new  land  cultivation  at  between  5,000  to  10,000  rubles 
per  hectare  depending  on  soil  conditions  in  the  raion  or  oblast.  Translated 
into  comparable  transportation  fees,  this  sum  would  cover  the  cost  of 
transporting  the  necessary  material  for  land  reclamation  fifteen  to  twenty 
kilometers.  Another  way  he  expressed  the  cost  was  to  estimate  15,000 
rubles  per  hundred  tons  of  topsoil  per  hectare  of  improved  land. 

T.  C.  Khachaturov  of  the  USSR’s  Academy  of  Sciences’  Institute  of 
Economics  and  the  Faculty  of  Economics  at  Moscow  University  has  esti¬ 
mated  the  total  cost  of  controlling  pollution  during  the  Tenth  Five-Year 
Plan  (1976-1980)  at  25  billion  rubles.  Of  this  sum,  75  percent  was  spent 
on  water  pollution  control  alone.68  In  addition,  he  estimated  the  cost  of  air 
pollution  control  equipment  to  vary  between  10  to  30  percent  of  an  enter¬ 
prise’s  investment  fund,  and  in  the  case  of  the  gas  industry,  it  could  rise  to 
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Table  4.1  Structure  of  Expenses  for  the  Protection  and  Rational  Use 
of  Water  Resources  by  Production  Branch,  USSR,  1977  (percentage) 

Protection 
and  rational 
use  of  water 

Sewage 

Biological 

resources 

treatment 

treatment 

National  economy,  USSR 

100.0 

72.3 

33.4 

Industry 

93.0 

67.0 

30.5 

Electrical  energy 

10.1 

4.2 

0.9 

Fuel 

7.0 

6.0 

2.6 

Ferrous  metallurgy 

12.4 

5.6 

1.6 

Nonferrous  metallurgy 

9.9 

6.2 

1.2 

Chemical  and  petrochemical 

23.9 

18.1 

8.7 

Mechanical  engineering 

15.3 

13.5 

5.8 

and  metalworking 

Timber,  woodworking,  and 

5.0 

4.9 

4.2 

pulp  and  paper 

Construction  materials 

1.0 

0.8 

0.4 

Light 

3.2 

3.2 

1.9 

Food 

5.2 

4.5 

3.2 

Agriculture 

1.0 

0.8 

0.3 

Transportation 

2.0 

1.4 

0.6 

Construction 

1.6 

1.5 

0.8 

Other 

2.4 

1.6 

1.2 

Source:  T.  S.  Khachaturov,  ed. -in-chief.  Environmental  Protection  and  its  Social- Economic 
Effectiveness ,  Academy  of  Sciences,  USSR,  Institute  of  Economics  (Moscow:  "Nauka,"  1980), 
p.  133. 

as  much  as  50  percent.69  An  example  of  a  specific  cost  to  the  chemical 
industry  is  the  USSR  Ministry  of  the  Chemical  Industry’s  allocation  of 
2  million  rubles  for  a  “sanitary-protection  zone”  in  the  city  of  Vinnitsa  to 
protect  residents  living  near  a  chemical  factory  from  the  fumes  escaping 
from  the  plant.70  Not  all  environmental  investments,  however,  bring  a 
negative  return.  A  proposed  installation  of  pollution  control  equipment 
was  estimated  to  give  the  Khartsysk  pipe  plant  in  Donetsk  Oblast  an 
annual  economic  benefit  of  some  385,000  rubles  through  the  secondary 
production  of  carbolic  acid.71  Khachaturov  has  prepared  a  breakdown  of 
the  proportional  cost  borne  by  different  industries  for  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  (see  table  4.1). 
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Physical- 


chemical 

treatment 

Mechanical 

treatment 

Other  forms 
of  treatment 

Recycled 
water  supply 

Other3 

11.6 

17.5 

9.8 

20.9 

6.8 

11.3 

16.5 

8.7 

20.4 

5.6 

0.9 

1.1 

1.3 

5.5 

0.4 

0.7 

1.9 

0.8 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1.8 

1.4 

5.6 

1.2 

2.0 

2.8 

0.2 

3.6 

0.1 

2.2 

4.4 

2.8 

3.6 

2.2 

4.2 

2.0 

1.5 

0.9 

0.9 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.1 

— 

0.1 

0.3 

— 

0.2 

— 

0.2 

1.0 

0.1 

— 

— 

0.1 

0.7 

0.5 

0.5 

0.2 

0.1 

— 

0.4 

— 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.6 

— 

0.6 

0.1 

0.5 

0.1 

0.1 

— 

— 

0.4 

— 

0.4 

0.4 

a.  Utilization  of  water  for  extraction  of  valuable  substances,  use  of  sewage  effluent  in  agriculture, 
water  reservoir  zones. 


The  table  confirms  the  expected.  As  elsewhere,  the  cost  of  pollution 
control  is  unequally  shared.  By  far  the  largest  expenses  are  borne  by  the 
chemical  and  petrochemical  industries,  with  machine  building  and  metal¬ 
working  industries  and  ferrous  metallurgy  coming  in  second  and  third 
place.  Per  ioo  rubles  of  net  production,  the  cost  of  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  in  the  chemical  and  petrochemical  industries  is  2.8  times  higher  than 
the  average  for  industry  as  a  whole,  1.9  times  higher  than  the  average  for 
the  electric  energy  industry,  and  1.2  times  higher  than  the  average  for  the 
woodworking  and  paper  industries.  In  other  words,  the  industrial  branches, 
which  produce  10.9  percent  of  gross  production,  are  responsible  for  23 
percent  of  all  expenditures  on  environmental  protection.  By  contrast,  the 
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Table  4.2  Estimated  Cost  of  Water  Regulation  and  Transfer  in  the  USSR 

Region 

River 

Kopeck/  m 3 

Northwest 

Northern  Dvina 

0.22 

Eastern  Siberia 

Yenesei 

0.27 

Western  Siberia 

Ob 

1.10 

Far  East 

Amur 

0.72 

Central  Region 

Volga 

2.36 

Moscow 

13.90 

Central-Black  Earth 

Don 

8.91 

Baltic 

Western  Dvina 

2.36 

Southwest 

Dnieper 

6.24 

Donetsk-Dnieper  Region 

Dnieper-Donbass  Canal 

22.10 

Kazakhstan 

Irtysh-Karagan  Canal 

21.40 

Central  Asia 

Karakum  Canal 

20.20 

Source:  T.  C.  Khachaturov,  principal  editor.  Environmental  Protection  and  Its  Social-Economic 
Effectiveness  (Moscow:  “Nauka,"  1980),  p.  142. 


construction,  metalworking,  and  metallurgy  industries,  which  produce  42 
percent  of  gross  production,  are  responsible  for  less  than  7  percent.72 

Another  way  of  looking  at  the  cost  of  environmental  protection  to  in¬ 
dustry  is  on  a  unit  basis.  Once  again,  Professor  Khachaturov  provides  some 
interesting  data  regarding  per  unit  costs  of  water  treatment  and  regulation. 
According  to  his  figures,  the  inclusion  of  a  cubic  kilometer  of  water  into  a 
recycled  water  system  costs  20  million  rubles  or  two  kopeks  per  m3.  The 
capital  investment  required  to  regulate  waterways  and  transfer  water  to 
the  main  canals  is  shown  in  table  4.2. 

Khachaturov  estimates  an  outlay  within  the  next  five  to  ten  years  of  205 
billion  rubles  for  water  development,  if  all  the  problems  are  to  be  handled. 
Of  this  amount,  he  estimates  115  billion  for  water  resource  improvement, 
12  billion  for  water  supply  to  cities  and  industry,  25  billion  for  hydroelectric 
development,  4  billion  for  the  development  of  water  transportation  sys¬ 
tems,  and  7  billion  for  flood  control,  antierosion  measures,  and  other  pro¬ 
grams.73  Both  the  scope  of  the  problem  and  the  size  of  the  required  budget 
indicate  that  the  cost  will  more  than  likely  be  borne  by  the  Soviet  state. 

Research  so  far  has  turned  up  no  comparable  data  for  Yugoslavia.  A 
general  idea  of  the  cost  of  pollution  to  the  economy  as  a  whole  may  be 
gathered  from  tables  4.3  and  4.4,  which  show  documented  negative  effects 
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on  the  environment  and  attempts  by  the  constituent  parts  of  the  country  to 
correct  them  in  the  area  of  forestry  and  protected  reserves.  Unfortunately, 
the  data  are  not  expressed  in  monetary  terms. 

One  hard  figure  on  costs  was  given  recently  by  Andelko  Kalpic,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the 
Environment.  According  to  his  estimates,  the  processing  of  all  wastewater 
would  cost  industry  300  dinars  monthly  per  employee,  or  the  cost  of  a 
pack  of  cigarettes  a  day.74  The  absence  of  more  precise  monetary  data  on 
pollution  costs  reflects  the  fact  that  up  to  the  present  writing,  Yugoslav 
industry  and  agriculture  have  had  no  accepted  method  of  accounting  for 
pollution  damage.  With  the  incorporation  of  a  pollution  cost  accounting 
category  in  the  1980-85  five-year  plan,  figures  will  certainly  be  forthcom¬ 
ing.  Although  the  newspapers  publish  data  from  time  to  time  on  the  eco¬ 
nomic  cost  of  pollution,  they  are  not  extensive  enough  to  merit  citing. 

Both  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  are  clearly  moving  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  ascertaining  the  real  costs  of  pollution  control  for  industry  and  the 
economy  as  a  whole.  Even  on  the  basis  of  very  incomplete  Soviet  data,  it  is 
understandable  why  the  largest  industrial  contributors  to  pollution  should 
seek  to  delay  installing  pollution  control  equipment,  and  why  they  are 
reluctant  to  pay  the  operating  costs  to  keep  the  inadequate  pollution  control 
devices  functioning.  However,  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  industrial 
polluters  include  pollution  control  costs  under  their  operating  expenses, 
before  the  planned  profit  is  figured.  Thus,  the  expense  is  not  quite  as  severe 
as  it  might  seem  initially.  Still,  the  costs  to  the  high  polluting  industries  are 
sufficiently  severe  to  serve  as  a  disincentive  to  fulfill  factories’  environmen¬ 
tal  obligations.  They  cannot  appear  any  less  onorous  to  Yugoslav  industrial 
organizations,  when  the  prevailing  attitude  is  that  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  is  a  luxury  only  the  “rich”  countries  can  afford. 


Strategies 

Because  of  their  special  position  in  the  socioeconomic  system,  the  economic 
organizations  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  participate  directly  in 
the  total  flow  of  policymaking  activities  to  an  extent  not  experienced  by 
the  other  environmental  actors. 
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Table  4.3  Negative  Influences  on  the  Environment, 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Year 

SFRY 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Illegal  cutting  of  forests 

1971 

674 

213 

65 

(in  m3) 

1976 

438 

187 

52 

Index 

1976/71 

65 

88 

80 

Waste  water  from  energy 
industry  (in  m3/sec) 

1976 

171 

23 

28 

Source:  P.  133  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 

Table  4.4  Social  Correction  of  Negative  Influences,  sfry 

Year 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Reforestation  (in  hundreds 

1961 

312 

23 

89 

of  hectares) 

1971 

162 

18 

32 

1976 

246 

67 

48 

Index 

1976/61 

79 

291 

54 

Protected  nature  areas 

1951 

31 

— 

9 

1961 

113 

29 

19 

1971 

255 

43 

99 

Number 

1976 

291 

43 

113 

Index 

1976/51 

258 

148 

594 

Hectares 

Protected  historical  entities 

1976 

4,610 

273 

919 

Number 

1976 

1,646 

4 

420 

Source:  P.  133  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 


Policy  input  stage.  Industrial  representatives  sit  in  the  legislative  assemblies 
of  both  countries.  In  Yugoslavia,  they  have  their  own  chamber  at  the  local 
and  republican  assemblies.  At  the  federal  level,  the  constitution  mandates  a 
quota  of  industrial  delegates  to  the  Federal  Chamber  elected  from  the 
economic  organizations  in  every  opstina  of  each  constituent  republic  and 
autonomous  province  (Article  291).  In  the  Soviet  Union,  managerial-tech¬ 
nical  personnel  represent  around  10  percent  of  the  delegates  to  the  Supreme 
Soviet,  while  their  ministerial  superiors  together  with  other  members  of 
the  state  apparatus  represent  around  15  percent.75  More  important,  heads 
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Serbia 


Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia  proper 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

115 

23 

3 

115 

13 

127 

35 

22 

1 

65 

3 

73 

30 

96 

33 

57 

23 

57 

9 

2 

22 

74 

3 

10 

Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia  proper 

Serbia 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

15 

7 

16 

88 

2 

72 

15 

4 

25 

49 

8 

11 

71 

4 

14 

21 

10 

11 

473 

57 

87 

24 

500 

15 

1 

— 

8 

9 

1 

3 

3 

3 

9 

26 

7 

17 

6 

11 

14 

52 

7 

23 

6 

11 

14 

67 

8 

29 

200 

366 

156 

258 

114 

171 

1,092 

397 

86 

1,009 

5 

829 

40 

0 

1,057 

121 

0 

4 

of  ministries  and  managers  of  enterprises  and  related  organizations  form  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  membership  of  the  drafting  subcommissions  of 
the  Legislative  Proposals  Committee  of  the  Supreme  Soviet,  which  have 
been  responsible  for  drafting  some  key  environmental  legislation.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  heads  of  ministries  and  managers  of  enterprises  and  organizations 
composed  32  percent  of  the  membership  of  the  drafting  subcommissions 
for  the  1968  Fundamental  Land  Law,  31  percent  of  the  membership  on  the 
drafting  subcommission  for  the  1970  Water  Management  Law,  and  21 
percent  and  25  percent  of  the  membership  on  drafting  subcommissions 
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responsible  for  the  forest  and  mineral  wealth  legislation  of  the  1960s.76  The 
subcommissions’  discussions  may  usefully  be  compared  to  the  legislative 
committee  hearings  in  the  United  States.  Contrary  to  U.S.  practice,  how¬ 
ever,  according  to  which  only  legislators  are  members  of  the  committee,  in 
the  Soviet  Union  the  interested  branch  ministries  are  represented  on  the 
subcommissions.  In  addition,  subcommission  members  may  coopt  experts 
from  their  own  ministries  into  the  commission,  and  they  may  also  go  out 
into  the  provinces  to  discuss  sur  place  with  experts  and  enterprise  directors 
employed  in  their  branch  organization. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  drafting  process  begins  with  a  policy  decision 
by  the  Council  of  Ministers  that  is  approved  by  the  party.  The  drafting 
subcommissions  must  conduct  their  negotiations  within  the  constraints 
of  the  policy  guidelines,  which  makes  the  process  time-consuming.  First, 
there  are  negotiations  and  consultations  within  the  drafting  subcommis¬ 
sion  and  between  the  branch  ministries  over  the  draft  to  be  submitted  for 
review  to  the  Supreme  Soviet.  Then  the  draft  is  published,  and  written  and 
oral  comments  are  solicited  from  the  relevant  ministries  and  the  public  at 
large,  followed  by  subcommission  amendment  of  the  draft  leading  to  its 
eventual  adoption  as  law  by  the  Supreme  Soviet.  Soliciting  views  of  the 
ministries  is  critical  in  order  to  avoid  amendment  later.  A  ministry  may 
thus  become  party  to  a  draft  not  only  by  having  members  on  the  drafting 
subcommission  but  also  by  being  subsequently  consulted  either  directly  or 
through  a  subordinate  enterprise  or  organization.  The  drafting  commission 
refers  to  the  comments  of  these  groups  during  its  conduct  of  a  lengthy  and 
apparently  quite  open  discussion  of  the  draft  at  hand.  According  to  one 
Soviet  source,  a  rough  draft  of  the  1970  Fundamentals  of  Water  Law  was 
sent  out  to  some  130  different  institutions  for  comment.  The  same  Soviet 
source  commented  on  the  divergency  of  opinion  between  the  water  pol¬ 
luters— those  interested  in  felling  timber  and  floating  timber  downriver — 

I 

and  the  water  purists — those  concerned  with  reforestation  and  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  water  quality  to  raise  fish. 

If  agreement  cannot  be  reached,  a  ministerial  conference  may  be  called, 
where  representatives  argue  their  respective  positions  until  a  compromise 
is  reached.  In  the  case  of  timber  floating,  the  lumber  industry  secured 
its  goal  of  maintaining  the  practice  in  the  remoter  roadless  sections  of 
Siberia,  while  the  Ministry  of  the  Fish  Industry  obtained  its  objective  of 
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having  the  protection  of  spawning  grounds  written  into  law.77  Ministerial 
agreement  is  essential  because  the  ministries  are  responsible  for  developing 
the  regulations  that  flow  from  the  law  and  seeing  that  the  law  is  carried  out. 

Despite  differences  in  opinion,  relations  between  the  concerned  minis¬ 
tries  in  the  drafting  process  are  not  adversarial,  even  as  regards  relations 
between  the  economic  organizations  and  the  environmental  agencies.  They 
may  be  competitive  but  they  must  be  accommodating,  because  the  guide¬ 
lines  are  known  and  the  law  must  be  written.  The  length  of  time  between 
the  resolution  to  draft  a  law  and  the  adoption  of  the  law  is  a  sure  indication 
of  the  strength  of  the  different  viewpoints,  but  all  know  that  agreement  has 
to  come.  The  eight-year  lapse  between  the  call  for  a  draft  and  the  passage 
of  the  1980  Air  Quality  Control  Law  indicated  substantial  controversy  over 
the  role  of  Goskomgidromet  in  the  implementation  of  the  law.  As  might  be 
expected  given  industry’s  strong  structural  position,  the  final  law  retained 
former  branch  ministerial  control  over  major  aspects  of  air  quality  man¬ 
agement.  While  Goskomgidromet  became  a  lead  agency  in  implementing 
the  law,  the  state  committee  had  to  share  its  authority  with  the  State  In¬ 
spectorate  for  the  Control  of  Gas-cleaning  and  Dust-catching  Equipment 
of  the  Ministry  of  Chemical  and  Petroleum  Machine  Building. 

In  Yugoslavia,  decentralization  has  not  meant  less  industrial  involve¬ 
ment.  It  cannot  be  sufficiently  emphasized  that  no  law  can  be  passed  that 
does  not  have  the  support  of  industry  in  that  particular  area.  As  was  seen 
in  the  cases  of  the  cement  factory  pollution  and  paint  fumes  problem,  there 
is  an  interdependence  between  local  government  and  local  industry.  Under 
self-management  the  money  to  solve  a  problem  must  be  raised  locally  or 
borrowed  with  local  approval.  As  a  result,  in  Yugoslavia  as  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  the  relationship  between  government  and  industry  cannot  be  adver¬ 
sarial  as  it  tends  to  be  in  the  United  States.  As  in  the  USSR,  both  sides  in 
Yugoslavia  participate  in  the  formation  of  the  decision  and  in  its  ratifica¬ 
tion.  However,  a  distinction  must  be  made  with  regard  to  the  relative 
autonomy  of  industry’s  participation  in  Yugoslavia  and  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
In  Yugoslavia,  official  guidelines  are  found  in  the  federal  plan  and  in  party 
resolutions.  In  addition,  the  party  uses  the  sociopolitical  organizations  to 
indicate  directions  in  which  it  would  like  to  see  particular  issues  move. 
Thus,  for  example,  the  Federal  Committee  for  the  Protection  and  Improve¬ 
ment  of  the  Environment  was  involved  in  trying  to  persuade  the  concerned 
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parties  of  the  validity  of  making  the  Una  River  a  wild  river.  However,  in 
contrast  to  the  Soviet  case,  if  the  parties  cannot  agree,  accommodation  is 
not  forced  upon  the  negotiators  and  there  is  no  way  the  party  can  impose 
its  views.  Thus,  whether  industry  is  a  signer  of  the  compact  ( sporazum ,  or 
legal  agreement)  or  an  interested  participant  in  the  negotiations,  its  views 
tend  to  prevail.  The  Una  River  wilderness  agreement  was  abandoned  be¬ 
cause  the  communes  could  not  be  convinced  of  economic  benefit.78  In  the 
negotiations  preceding  the  adoption  of  the  Sava  and  Neretva  River  Com¬ 
pacts,  all  the  communes  along  each  river  had  to  agree  to  the  provisions  of 
their  compact,  knowing  they  would  eventually  share  the  cost  of  clean-up. 
Given  the  necessity  of  voluntary  agreement,  it  is  not  surprising  that  many 
compacts  are  so  general  in  nature  as  to  lack  all  legal  teeth.  The  Sava  and 
Neretva  River  Compacts  are  cases  in  point. 

The  ability  of  Yugoslav  industry  to  manipulate  the  public  agenda  directly 
is  clearly  exemplified  by  the  way  in  which  the  electric  energy  companies 
of  Serbia,  Montenegro,  and  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina  exploited  the  1984 
winter  heating  crisis.  By  focusing  public  and  official  attention  on  the  energy 
shortage,  the  companies  were  able  to  head  off  the  organization  of  environ¬ 
mental  concern  long  enough  to  get  their  large-scale  hydroelectric  devel¬ 
opment  project  through  the  federal  assembly.  Environmental  expert  opinion 
was  not  fully  consulted  until  after  the  passage  of  legislation.  By  that  time, 
the  underlying  principles  and  the  general  spatial  design  of  the  project  were 
unchallengeable  since  they  had  already  become  law.  The  ensuing  contro¬ 
versy  was  thus  confined  to  the  issue  of  the  site  for  the  Tara  River  Dam;  it 
could  not  tackle  the  basic  question  of  whether  the  Tara  should  be  dammed 
at  all. 

The  weight  of  Yugoslav  industry  in  the  decisionmaking  process  and 
its  interdependent  relationship  with  the  territorial  political  interests  ex¬ 
plains  why  much  of  Yugoslav  environmental  regulation,  including  the  self¬ 
management  compacts,  appears  to  be  largely  symbolic.  Domestic  politics 
and  an  eye  for  world  opinion  were  probably  responsible  for  the  passage  of 
the  Yugoslav  environmental  laws  during  the  1970s.  The  Stockholm  Con¬ 
ference,  the  internationalization  of  the  American  environmental  move¬ 
ment,  and  the  first  domestic  concern  over  environmental  degradation  on 
the  Adriatic  made  the  adoption  of  environmental  legislation  good  political 
strategy.  Industry  was  a  party  to  the  legislative  decisions  in  every  republic, 
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and  the  legislation  reflected  its  interests.  Perhaps  the  clearest  example  of 
industrial  manipulation  is  the  federal  water  law,  which  failed  to  provide  for 
a  federal  inspectorate  independent  of  republican  control  to  protect  repub¬ 
lican  industry.79  The  decentralized  character  of  the  Yugoslav  legislative 
process  urges  industry  first  and  foremost  to  seek  accommodation  with  its 
local  and  republican  party  and  government  supporters. 

Policy  output  stage.  The  ability  of  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  economic  or¬ 
ganizations  to  frustrate  environmental  policy  goals  brings  fresh  support  to 
widespread  scholarly  pessimism  in  the  United  States  regarding  the  capa¬ 
bility  of  government  to  implement  any  policy,  particularly  environmental 
policy.80  Since  the  ground  rules  to  frustrate  policy  implementation  are  not 
written  into  structural  constraints  but  into  the  fine  print  of  regulation,  we 
shall  return  once  more  to  Bardach  and  see  how  the  implementation  games 
played  in  the  United  States81  can  surface  in  new  variations  abroad. 

In  implementing  environmental  policy,  both  countries,  like  most  of  the 
industrialized  world,  have  adopted  the  principle  that  the  polluter  should 
pay.  The  principle  means  that  industry  cannot  enjoy  environmental  values 
as  “free  riders”  like  the  concerned  scientist  and  average  citizen.82  Environ¬ 
mental  enthusiasts  press  for  optimum  pollution  controls  because  they  be¬ 
lieve  that  such  controls  cost  them  little  or  nothing.  But  industry  is  forced  to 
relate  the  marginal  benefits  of  control  to  marginal  costs.  In  communist 
one-party  states,  by  virtue  of  its  second  function,  industry  must  also  ensure 
that  nothing  that  is  undertaken  destabilizes  the  power  of  the  ruling  elite. 
Hence,  although  the  one-party  system  is  clearly  able  to  produce  consensus 
about  environmental  goals  (witness  the  impressive  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
corpora  of  environmental  legislation),  when  achievement  of  these  goals 
conflicts  with  production  and  control  objectives,  the  implementation  games 
begin. 

The  most  common  game  played  by  Soviet  economic  ministries  in  the 
environmental  area  is  tokenism.  A  good  example  is  the  history  of  the 
establishment  of  environmental  sections  in  the  factories.  The  first  Council 
of  Ministers’  resolution  was  handed  down  in  1965,  the  second  and  third,  in 
1974  and  1978.  A  Moscow  doctoral  candidate  found  that  as  of  1980,  a 
large  number  of  Soviet  enterprises  were  without  the  required  intraenter¬ 
prise  regulations,  and  of  those  that  had  established  environmental  sections, 
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many  had  relied  on  existing  chains  of  command,  thereby  depriving  the 
new  section  of  the  necessary  autonomy  to  perform  its  functions  compe¬ 
tently.83  In  adhering  to  the  letter  of  the  law,  industry  had  emptied  it  of 
content.  The  sheer  size  of  the  Soviet  bureaucracy  presents  many  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  such  token  action.  Tokenism  may  also  be  found  in  the  Yugoslav 
system.  There  was  much  publicity  about  the  signing  of  the  Sava  and 
Neretva  River  Compacts  in  1980.  However,  the  Conference  on  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  that  met  at  Ohrid  in  1982  to  commemorate  the  tenth 
anniversary  of  the  Stockholm  Conference  found  that  so  far  “there  had 
been  no  positive  results.  That  means  that  we  are  prepared  for  everything 
except  concrete  work.”84  The  ninety  self-managing  compacts  signed  by 
industrial  enterprises  for  environmental  protection  may  also  be  largely 
symbolic.  The  report  did  not  indicate  whether  concrete  pollution  controls 
had  resulted  from  the  agreements. 

Procrastination  is  a  second  game  familiar  to  Soviet  bureaucracy.  Earlier 
in  this  chapter  there  was  the  example  of  the  ten-year  delay  in  providing 
ventilators  to  the  aluminum  factory.  The  major  polluting  ministries  are 
frequently  urged  in  the  press  “to  expedite  in  all  ways”  the  necessary  tech¬ 
nological  processes,  while  industrial  managers  are  cited  for  “insufficent 
attention”  to  environmental  problems.85  Aside  from  the  chemical,  thermo¬ 
electric,  and  metallurgy  ministries,  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Food  Industry 
and  the  USSR  Ministry  of  the  Meat  and  Dairy  Industry  come  under  the 
heaviest  criticism  for  “being  slow  to  introduce”  the  required  technologies 
and  controls.86  The  steady  stream  of  USSR  Council  of  Ministers’  resolu¬ 
tions  on  strengthening  environmental  protection  in  the  Soviet  Union  con¬ 
firms  industry’s  predilection  for  a  strategy  of  procrastination.  The  council 
may  resolve,  but  industry  stubbornly  adheres  to  the  same  old  habits. 

Yugoslavia  provides  similar  examples:  the  inaction  following  the  river 
agreements,  industrial  procrastination  in  complying  with  the  1980  waste- 
water  treatment  law,87  and  the  continuing  threat  to  the  Adriatic  posed  by 
oil  and  other  sewage  outflows  from  factories  and  towns  along  the  Yugoslav 
coast,  despite  the  existence  of  three  Adriatic  agreements.88  A  report  on 
rising  pollution  in  Serbia  in  1980  noted  that  few  labor  organizations  have 
provided  the  necessary  machinery  for  purification,  and  of  the  existing  sys¬ 
tems,  few  are  well  maintained  and  operated,89  although  they  are  mandated 
by  law.  Much  procrastination  is  hidden  behind  ineffective  monitoring  ser- 
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vices  and  demands  for  more  research  and  closer  cooperation  with  scientists. 
While  research  certainly  must  be  undertaken  to  demonstrate  the  extent  of 
a  pollution  problem  and  suggest  alternative  solutions,  it  is  not  clear  the 
degree  to  which  industries  such  as  the  Zastava  plant  in  Kragujevac  or  the 
cement  factory  near  Belgrade  hide  behind  research  investigations  to  put 
off  concrete  action.  In  the  case  of  the  cement  factory,  the  basic  technology 
options  are  already  known.  But  commissioning,  writing,  and  presenting  a 
report  and  weighing  solutions  upon  which  the  factory  and  the  town  can 
agree  constitute  a  long  process  that  clearly  prevents  the  factory  from  doing 
anything  for  quite  some  time.  In  the  meantime,  the  residents  continue  to 
suffer. 

Tenacity  is  a  third  game.  In  the  preceding  chapter,  it  was  seen  how  an 
enterprise  like  the  mill  on  Lake  Ladoga  or  the  nitrogen  plant  in  Togliatti 
can  continue  to  function  for  years  and  even  expand  its  productive  capacity 
despite  negative  recommendations  from  the  environmental  agencies.  It  was 
also  seen  in  Semipalatinsk  how  an  enterprise  that  had  complied  with  regula¬ 
tions  by  installing  an  air-filtering  system  deliberately  overworked  its  equip¬ 
ment  to  fulfill  production  norms,  thus  precipitating  the  breakdown  of  the 
filtering  system.  A  particularly  interesting  example  of  tenacity  is  provided 
by  the  Siberian  city  of  Chita.  The  local  power  industry  sent  a  proposal  to 
build  a  new  central  heating  plant  to  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Power  and 
Electrification.  In  conformance  with  regulations,  the  ministry’s  appropriate 
expert  institute  returned  a  report  recommending  that  a  system  of  boiler 
houses  be  built  rather  than  a  central  plant.  The  recommendation  was  based 
solely  on  cost.  Objections  were  raised  that  the  initial  cost  of  the  central 
plant  might  be  more  but  the  savings  in  terms  of  environmental  harm  would 
be  enormous.  The  report  was  returned  to  the  expert  institute  for  reevalua¬ 
tion.  Procrastination  set  in.  The  power  industry  continued  to  argue  in 
favor  of  the  boiler  system,  as  a  temporary  solution,  and  the  central  plant 
was  not  built.90  The  case  exemplifies  the  principle  that  if  one  says  some¬ 
thing  enough  times,  it  becomes  true. 

Tenacity  is  a  common  practice  in  Yugoslavia  as  well.  The  report  cited 
above  on  environmental  conditions  in  Serbia  notes  that  violations  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  regulations  in  the  republic  are  increasing  because  enterprises, 
thinking  they  are  saving  money,  are  buying  outdated  and  dirty  technology. 
The  report  attributes  these  purchases  to  “ignorance,”  but  goes  on  to  say  that 
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enterprises  are  convinced  that  investment  in  environmental  protection  is  an 
expense  with  no  positive  economic  effect.91  Enterprises  in  Yugoslavia  are 
deliberately  purchasing  environmentally  inadequate  technology  for  short¬ 
term  economic  goals.  When  Andelko  Kalpic,  president  of  the  Federal 
Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment,  was 
asked  in  a  journal  interview  how  it  could  happen  that  “things  have  been 
permitted”  that  went  against  environmental  protection  measures  adopted 
for  the  Adriatic,  his  response  begged  the  question.  Heavy  industry,  he  said, 
was  permitted  in  some  areas  of  the  Adriatic  coast.  Few  areas  had  developed 
solid  environmental  protection  plans.  More  negotiations  were  necessary 
where  “certain  locations”  were  the  issue.  The  sense  of  his  talk  was  that 
industry  simply  went  ahead  and  built  where  it  wished  with  the  tacit  agree¬ 
ment  of  local  authorities.92  A  reporter  covering  pollution  of  the  Adriatic 
concluded  that  almost  none  of  the  industries  cared  about  what  the  law 
said.  The  question  was,  “who  will  do  what,  when  and  how?”93 

A  fourth  game  is  the  Eastern  variant  of  Bardach’s  “territory,”  or  “not 
our  problem.”  In  the  Soviet  Union,  this  game  is  rooted  in  the  twin  prob¬ 
lems  noted  earlier  of  bureaucratic  compartmentalization  combined  with 
the  proliferation  of  overlapping  responsibilities.  Examples  of  this  game  are 
plentiful.  The  reader  may  recall  from  the  previous  chapter  the  criminal 
case  involving  the  environmental  engineer  of  an  Irkutsk  oil  and  fat  com¬ 
bine  in  the  pollution  of  the  Kaya  River.  The  plant  director  not  only  refused 
to  pay  a  fine  levied  against  him,  but  turned  around  and  sued  the  Baikal 
Basin  Administration.  The  substance  of  his  written  statement  was  that  he 
was  not  responsible  for  the  problem 94  In  a  second  example,  experts  re¬ 
ported  that  environmental  constraints  “drastically”  limited  the  amount  of 
coal  that  could  be  utilized  as  fuel  from  the  Kansk-Achinsk  coalfield.  The 
government  authorized  the  organization  of  an  institute  to  investigate  a 
coal-conversion  process.  The  responsibility  for  organization  was  given  to 
the  Ministry  of  Coal  Industry.  For  three  years  the  ministry  did  nothing. 
A  scientist  commenting  on  the  situation  suggested  that  if  and  when  the 
ministry  did  set  up  the  institute,  it  would  be  a  “narrow  departmental  or¬ 
ganization”  concerned  solely  with  the  problem  of  coal  mining.”95  A  third 
example  of  “not  our  problem”  comes  from  the  Maardu  phosphorite  lode 
near  Tallinn  in  Estonia,  where  inefficient  open-pit  mining  techniques  have 
caused  severe  air  and  groundwater  pollution.  The  problem  is  getting  worse 
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because  the  mine  is  subordinate  to  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Fertilizer  Pro¬ 
duction  and  hence  outside  the  direct  control  of  Estonian  environmental 
agencies.96 

In  the  first  case,  the  director  refused  to  take  responsibility  for  pollution 
conditions  in  his  plant.  In  the  second,  the  organizing  authority  to  establish 
an  institute  for  environmental  research  was  assigned  to  a  ministry  with  a 
vested  interest  in  the  continued  production  of  a  product  whose  environ¬ 
mental  impact  it  was  asked  to  investigate.  The  reporting  scientist  suggests 
that  given  the  circumstances,  the  institute  will  more  than  likely  consider 
the  environmental  issues  “not  our  problem.”  In  the  third,  the  mine  man¬ 
agement  obviously  believes  that  the  implementation  of  Estonian  environ¬ 
mental  regulations  is  not  its  concern.  The  Soviet  leadership  is  well  aware 
of  the  territorial  problem  and  is  constantly  demanding  more  comprehensive 
planning  and  program  development.  But  structural  and  regulatory  con¬ 
straints  combine  to  make  “territory”  more  effective  in  bureaucratic  compe¬ 
tition  than  cooperation. 

A  particularly  Soviet  component  of  the  game  of  “territory”  is  the  bu¬ 
reaucracy’s  traditional  preoccupation  with  secrecy.  Information  does  not 
pass  from  one  ministerial  department  to  another  without  official  authoriza¬ 
tion.  If  it  is  a  characteristic  of  bureaucracies  to  prefer  confidentiality  as  a 
way  to  enhance  their  administrative  bargaining  positions,  the  Soviet  in¬ 
sistence  on  secrecy  shuts  each  ministry  behind  a  communications  wall, 
frustrating  the  leadership’s  goals  of  comprehensive  solutions  to  environ¬ 
mental  and  economic  issues. 

Recourse  by  industry  to  the  game  of  “not  our  problem”  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  area  is  harder  to  identify  in  Yugoslavia,  but  it  is  suggested  in 
reporters’  statements,  such  as  the  one  cited  above,  that  the  main  question 
for  the  labor  organizations  is,  who  will  have  to  do  the  cleanup?97  The  game 
is  manifested  in  several  different  ways.  The  first  derives  from  the  examples 
of  the  Zastava  Automobile  Plant  and  the  cement  factory  outside  of  Bel¬ 
grade,  where  “not  our  problem”  has  become  “not  our  problem  alone.”  Not 
bureaucratic  indifference  but  economic  and  technical  factors  urge  indus¬ 
tries  to  look  for  outside  support  in  handling  their  environmental  problems. 
Indeed,  industry  may  have  successfully  promoted  the  view  that  environ¬ 
mental  problems  are  of  such  a  nature  that  they  can  only  be  solved  with  the 
aid  of  much  research  and  the  application  of  science  and  expensive  tech- 
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nology.  In  other  words,  the  problem  is  beyond  one  enterprise’s  capabilities 
and  cannot  be  accomplished  without  recourse  to  other  industrial  organiza¬ 
tions  and  government  institutions. 

Another  manifestation  may  be  found  in  the  polemics  surrounding  the 
cleanup  of  the  Sava  River  oil  leak.  Downriver  from  the  pollution  source, 
the  city  of  Belgrade  fears  contamination  of  its  water  supply  and  has  re¬ 
quested  that  the  polluter  be  found  and  made  to  adhere  to  the  law.  Croatia 
refuses  to  allow  any  other  inspectorate  to  search  for  the  pollution  source  on 
the  basis  of  republican  autonomy.  While  the  republics  argue  about  juris¬ 
diction,  the  polluter  continues  to  pollute.  Until  the  jurisdictional  dispute  is 
solved,  it  is  not  the  polluter’s  problem  to  clean  up  the  source  of  the  oil  spill. 
This  case  recalls  the  strip-mining  devastation  in  Estonia. 

Finally,  “not  our  problem”  surfaces  because  of  contrary  economic  and/ 
or  regulatory  stimuli.  The  electroenergy  companies  planned  a  dam  that 
would  flood  the  Tara  River  Canyon  because  economically  it  was  a  good 
location,  and  there  was  no  law  against  it.  Potential  irreparable  environ¬ 
mental  damage  did  not  enter  the  calculation.  Similarly,  industry  urged  the 
building  of  a  nuclear  power  plant  on  Vir  Island  in  the  Northern  Adriatic 
out  of  economic  expediency  and  the  absence  of  contraindicated  regulations 
(see  chapter  7).  A  third  instance  may  be  found  in  the  erosion  and  degrada¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  land  that  has  been  occurring  over  the  past  decades.  The 
law  provides  for  only  small  private  holdings,  which  do  not  provide  a  suffi¬ 
cient  income  for  a  family.  Migration  to  the  city  occurs.  The  farm  is  either 
left  to  deteriorate,  farmed  by  the  old  people  left  behind,  or  sold  to  city 
people  eager  to  build  their  vacation  home.  The  family  has  no  economic 
interest  in  preserving  the  farm  by  practicing  conservation  methods.  And 
while  the  law  regulates  farm  sales,  it  does  not  forbid  them.  Erosion  is  not 
the  problem  of  the  former  farmer  or  the  new  vacation  lot  owner.  The  result 
is  that  some  20,000  hectares  of  land  a  year  permanently  leave  the  agricul¬ 
tural  sector,  and  erosion  has  reached  crisis  proportions.98 

The  response  “it’s  not  our  problem”  to  a  gap  in  environmental  regulation 
is  one  reason  for  the  constant  study  recommendations  and  amendments 
that  are  made  to  environmental  legislation  in  all  countries.  To  solve  the 
degradation  and  disappearance  of  agricultural  land,  the  Federal  Council 
for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment  has  urged  that  an 
investigation  be  made  by  the  federal  government  during  1985-1986  with  a 
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view  to  making  new  legislation.  Similarly,  the  federal  water  law  is  now 
under  review  in  the  attempt  to  eliminate  the  legal  loophole  found  by  repub¬ 
lican  rivalry.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  change  in  the  factory  reward  system 
was  one  attempt  to  turn  environmental  protection  into  the  factory’s  prob¬ 
lem.  The  difficulty  is  that  no  matter  what  regulation  is  passed,  it  is  possible 
to  find  a  loophole  in  it  that  will  make  it  possible  to  play  “not  our  problem.” 
Therein  lies  the  dilemma  of  the  regulatory  principle,  particularly  in  coun¬ 
tries  where  the  economy  and  the  leadership  are  in  a  symbiotic  relationship. 

The  strategies  described  above  do  not  exhaust  the  list,  but  appear  to  be 
the  most  common  in  the  two  countries  under  review.  The  reader  may 
immediately  associate  them  with  actions  by  industry  in  the  United  States. 
In  the  Soviet  case,  industry  delays  until  it  can  bargain  for  funds  and  ma¬ 
terials  out  of  the  central  till.  In  the  Yugoslav  case,  industry  tries  to  cast  its 
burden  upon  its  self-management  partners.  While  the  structural  constraints 
in  the  two  systems  dictate  slight  modifications  in  the  strategies  in  terms  of 
focus,  the  two  countries  amply  confirm  Ripley’s  description  of  the  regu¬ 
lated  interests’  response  to  regulation  given  in  chapter  I.  Industry  passively 
resists  and  at  the  same  time  engages  in  intense  political  activity  behind  the 
scenes  to  modify  the  regulations.  The  fact  that  in  the  communist  countries 
the  economic  organizations  are  both  regulatory  decisionmakers  and  imple- 
menters  only  reinforces  this  behavior  pattern. 

Conclusion 

A  great  deal  of  attention  has  been  devoted  in  this  chapter  to  discussing  the 
particular  position  of  the  economic  organizations  vis-a-vis  the  party  and 
state  bureaucracies  in  the  USSR  and  Yugoslavia  in  an  effort  to  explain  the 
systemic  foundation  of  the  failure  of  environmental  implementation  in  the 
two  countries.  The  second  function  inherent  in  the  structure  of  an  admin¬ 
istered  economy  gives  the  industrial  organizations  a  higher  degree  of  au¬ 
tonomy  in  their  relations  with  the  party  and  state  leaders  than  all  other 
social  and  environmental  agencies.  Industry  knows  it  is  the  mainstay  of 
the  political  regime.  The  more  autonomous  the  organization,  the  more  it 
can  afford  to  bypass  party  and  state  directives.  In  this  connection,  it  is 
significant  that  the  Soviet  Ministry  of  Defense  organized  an  environmental 
section  only  in  1983."  Each  type  of  industrial  organization  uses  the  envi- 
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ronmental  regulations  as  a  rule  book  by  which  to  wage  its  battles  in  the 
competitive  bureaucratic  arena  without  regard  for  the  real  object  of  the 
regulations.  The  impasse  produced  when  negotiations  with  industry  break 
down  or  when  industry  displays  procrastination,  indifference,  or  obstinacy 
in  pursuing  its  own  course  cannot  be  broken  by  the  party  short  of  asserting 
the  entire  weight  of  its  moral  and  political  authority.  The  Soviet  centipede 
and  the  Yugoslav  hydra  are  no  different  in  this  respect,  except  that  self¬ 
management  promotes  situations  where  industrial  compliance  is  even  less 
likely,  since  it  cannot  be  coerced  by  any  hierarchical  superior.  Political 
gamesmanship  suggests  that  authority  loses  its  credibility  if  employed  too 
often  for  small  causes.  There  is  a  real  danger  that  the  incremental  strategy 
utilized  by  the  environmental  agencies,  while  expanding  their  jurisdictional 
territory,  may  in  the  long  run  work  to  the  detriment  of  the  environment 
and  to  the  advantage  of  the  industrial  organizations.  For  industrial  be¬ 
havior  may  only  be  modified  by  determined  party  intervention.  There  is 
little  likelihood  of  the  party’s  risking  its  dominant  position  for  an  envi¬ 
ronmental  issue  short  of  ecological  catastrophe. 
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The  existence  of  communist  sociopolitical  systems  is  dependent  upon  the 
maintenance  of  the  Communist  party’s  leading  role.  The  party’s  position  is 
embedded  in  their  constitutions  and  permeates  every  facet  of  life.  The 
party  leadership  determines  all  policy,  decides  the  structure  of  the  govern¬ 
mental  administration  and  economic  organizations,  allocates  all  resources, 
and  controls  key  appointments.  The  party  educates.  The  party  appeared  so 
all-powerful  to  one  Soviet  environmentalist  that  he  insisted  the  failures  in 
environmental  protection  had  little  to  do  with  lack  of  money  or  lack  of 
sufficient  public  education  on  the  subject.  The  real  problem  was  “lack  of 
will”  on  the  part  of  those  having  “real”  power.  The  party’s  leading  role  has 
a  public  and  a  hidden  dimension.  The  party  holds  publicized  congresses 
and  meetings  and  makes  pronouncements  and  resolutions.  Party  leaders 
are  quoted  in  defense  of  a  desired  policy  by  industry,  scientists,  or  the 
environmental  agencies.  And  yet,  in  discussions  with  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
experts  on  environmental  policy,  the  party’s  role  was  a  topic  that  was  never 
raised  voluntarily.  However,  whenever  asked,  the  officials  being  interviewed 
were  invariably  found  to  be  Communist  party  members. 

Officially  the  party  is  moderately  proenvironmental.  In  the  document 
issued  by  the  Twenty-sixth  Congress  of  the  Soviet  Communist  Party  on 
the  basic  direction  of  Soviet  economic  and  social  development  for  1981  — 
1985,  an  entire  chapter  (albeit  the  shortest  in  the  document)  is  devoted  to 
the  “protection  of  nature.”  However,  the  Third  Party  Program  drafted  in 
1985  says  not  one  word  about  the  environment,  although  it  does  mention 
the  necessity  of  resource  conservation.1  The  brief  chapter  on  environmental 
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protection  and  natural  resource  use  in  the  Guidelines  for  the  Twelfth  Five- 
Year  Plan  focuses  on  improvements  in  water  resource  and  soil  conserva¬ 
tion,  air  pollution  control,  the  state  monitoring  system,  and  overall  envi¬ 
ronmental  management.2  The  Social  Plan  for  Yugoslavia  for  1976-1980 
also  contains  a  short  section  on  environmental  protection,  with  frequent 
references  to  environmental  needs  in  related  chapters  on  investment,  in¬ 
dustry,  and  import  tariffs.3  Yet  implementation  of  party  resolutions  and 
party-approved  environmental  laws  by  ministers  and  organizations  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  party  is,  as  we  have  seen,  frequently  more  symbolic  than 
real.  Is  the  party  as  proenvironmental  as  it  claims  to  be?  Or  does  the  fault 
lie  with  the  failure  of  the  territorial  administrations  to  do  their  part  in 
executing  approved  environmental  programs? 


Structural  and  Regulatory  Constraints 

A  partial  answer  lies  in  the  structural  constraints  imposed  on  the  party 
apparatus  and  territorial  administrations  by  virtue  of  the  role  the  economy 
must  play  in  maintaining  the  leadership  in  power. 

The  environmental-economic  trade-off  in  the  formulation  of  party  policy. 
In  both  countries,  continued  low  economic  performance  has  kept  the  issue 
of  economic  reform  in  the  forefront.  Efficiency  in  production  means  setting 
managerial  skills  ahead  of  political  loyalty  in  the  appointment  of  economic 
personnel.  In  communist  one-party  states,  the  preference  for  reliability 
over  ability  is  a  built-in  characteristic  of  the  economy  in  its  performance  of 
the  second  function.  Nevertheless,  if  the  party  wants  to  maintain  its  leading 
position  in  society,  with  all  the  attendant  domestic  and  international  rami¬ 
fications,  it  must  demonstrate  ongoing  economic  progress.  Gorbachev’s 
sweeping  reappointments  are  proof  of  the  new  leadership’s  need  to  match 
reliability  with  some  minimum  criterion  of  efficiency  in  bringing  new  blood 
into  the  leading  strata  of  Soviet  society. 

Does  this  mean  that  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  leaders  are  insincere  in 
their  statements  of  concern  for  the  environment?  By  no  means.  Rather, 
environmental  matters  cannot  achieve  priority  consideration  unless  there  is 
an  unambiguous  link  between  the  environmental  and  the  economic  goal. 
The  shifts  and  turns  in  leadership  thinking  on  environmental  issues  over 
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the  past  two  decades  confirm  that  such  issues  are  relevant  to  Party  policy 
only  insofar  as  they  have  an  impact  on  economic  growth. 

The  landmarks  of  Soviet  environmental  legislation  were  written  during 
the  Brezhnev  era,  when  environmentalism  achieved  legitimacy  because 
of  its  economic  thrust.  Gustafson  has  documented  the  shift  in  the  leader¬ 
ship’s  earlier  fascination  with  big  dam  construction  to  a  recognition  under 
Brezhnev  that  improvement  in  agricultural  production  was  inexorably 
linked  with  water  conservation  and  irrigation.4  The  Brezhnev  leadership 
showed  itself  particularly  supportive  of  an  environmental  approach  in  the 
development  of  Siberia.  The  first  Soviets  to  promote  environmentalism 
publicly  came  from  the  institutes  of  geography  and  Siberian  institutes  of 
the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  that  were  assigned  the  task  of  investi¬ 
gating  the  resource  exploitation  and  development  of  Siberia.  Indeed,  it  was 
the  proposed  economic  development  of  Siberian  Lake  Baikal  that  spawned 
the  first  concerted  “lobbying”  effort  in  the  area  of  nature  conservation, 
resulting  in  the  first  major  Soviet  conservation  plan.  This  change  in  official 
thinking  did  not  reflect  a  decrease  in  the  traditional  Soviet  enthusiasm  for 
gigantic  projects  and  large  earth-moving  schemes.  Construction  on  bam 
began  under  Brezhnev,  and  the  Siberian  and  Volga  river  diversion  projects 
became  official  party  policy  during  his  tenure.  But  the  leadership’s  recep¬ 
tivity  to  environmental  issues  encouraged  the  participants  in  public  debate 
over  the  project  to  give  due  weight  to  the  relation  between  the  perceived 
economic  benefits  and  the  associated  environmental  risks.5  Under  Brezh¬ 
nev,  environmental  protection  became  institutionalized.  In  1973,  it  was 
officially  incorporated  into  the  plan.  In  1975,  recognition  of  plan  fulfill¬ 
ment  was  made  contingent  upon  fulfillment  of  the  environmental  compo¬ 
nent.  New  laws  regulating  air  quality  and  the  protection  of  wild  animals 
were  written.  The  government  required  inventories  of  water  quality,  air 
pollution,  land  use,  resource  exploitation,  and  endangered  species  of  ani¬ 
mals  and  plants.  On  balance,  the  Brezhnev  era  must  be  seen  as  one  of  the 
most  productive  periods  for  environmental  protection  in  Soviet  history. 

Chernenko  and  Andropov  continued  the  focus  on  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  in  the  agricultural  area.6  It  may  still  be  too  early  for  an  accurate 
assessment  of  Gorbachev’s  position.  However,  despite  his  efforts  to  earn  a 
reputation  as  a  pro-environmentalist,  the  Soviet  leader  may,  in  fact,  be 
more  traditionally  production-oriented  than  his  immediate  predecessors. 
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An  encouraging  sign  was  the  dropping  of  the  river  diversion  project  from 
the  1985-90  guidelines,  but  there  is  no  indication  whether  its  abandonment 
was  permanent,  or  whether  it  was  for  financial,  political,  or  environmental 
reasons.  Most  probably  it  was  a  combination  of  the  three.  His  main  accent 
has  been  on  a  renewal  of  the  flagging  economy,  symbolized  best  perhaps 
by  the  creation  of  the  new  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee  through  the 
merging  of  the  former  USSR  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  the  union- 
republic  food  industry  ministries.7  During  the  summer  of  1985,  the  Su¬ 
preme  Soviet  in  Moscow  lamented  the  country’s  failure  to  observe  environ¬ 
mental  regulations,8  while  a  conference  on  Siberia  in  Novosibirsk  stressed 
the  need  for  accelerated  regional  development  with  but  a  small  nod  to  the 
attending  environmental  risks.9  The  nuclear  disaster  at  Chernobyl  in  April 
1986  called  into  question  not  only  the  strictness  and  efficacy  of  Soviet 
nuclear  power  safety  measures,  but  also  the  lack  of  severity  of  all  the  cen¬ 
tral  bureaucracies  in  realizing  their  mandated  pollution  controls.  More¬ 
over,  Soviet  silence  on  giving  the  international  community  the  relevant 
data  so  that  it  might  take  its  own  precautions  confirmed  once  again  that 
secrecy  in  the  interests  of  an  overly  sensitive  perception  of  national  security 
remained  the  number  one  Soviet  priority,  no  matter  what  the  size  of  the 
catastrophe. 

The  shifts  in  the  Yugoslav  leadership’s  consideration  of  environmental 
impact  over  the  past  fifteen  years  has  also  reflected  the  changing  economic 
situation.  As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  environment  achieved  official  legiti¬ 
macy  in  the  seventies,  when  water  pollution,  erosion,  and  urban  blight 
became  visible  problems  impinging  on  economic  and  social  progress.  But 
the  deepening  economic  crisis  has  blunted  the  original  environmental  en¬ 
thusiasm.  The  Sava  River  and  Tara  Canyon  controversies  indicate  a  move¬ 
ment  back  to  a  production-as-usual  mentality.  In  the  former,  industrial 
output  was  put  ahead  of  clean  water;  in  the  latter,  energy  was  given  priority 
over  nature  conservation.  Only  when  the  Serbian  health  authorities  stressed 
the  imminent  danger  of  contamination  of  Belgrade  drinking  water  could 
the  issue  of  water  quality  inspection  rights  be  brought  into  the  Federal 
Skupstina  (assembly).10 

The  two  controversies  bring  out  another  preoccupation  of  the  Yugoslav 
party  leadership,  which  in  the  long  run  may  prove  most  harmful  to  the 
country’s  environment:  increasing  interrepublican  rivalry  over  the  char- 
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acter  of  economic  development.  To  combat  Yugoslavia’s  paralyzing  eco¬ 
nomic  crisis,  a  long-term  program  of  economic  “stabilization”  was  adopted 
in  July  1983."  The  plan  called  for  an  austerity  program  to  cut  back  public 
and  private  consumption,  an  increase  in  exports  to  finance  the  country’s 
$20  billion  foreign  debt,  and  the  promotion  of  market  principles,  including 
the  promotion  of  private  enterprise.  Two  years  later,  the  republics  had  done 
little  to  implement  the  plan.  Part  of  the  reason  was  the  intensification  of  the 
reform  debate  within  the  LCY  (League  of  Communists  of  Yugoslavia) 
in  the  last  half  of  1984.  The  debate  exacerbated  the  already  fissiparous 
nationalist  tendencies  within  the  party.12  The  leaders  in  each  republic  took 
adversarial  positions  committed  to  improving  economic  conditions  in  their 
own  territory  and  to  promoting  their  view  of  reform  by  supporting  like 
economic  and  political  interests  in  the  other  republics  and  provinces.  Thus, 
the  leaders  of  Serbia,  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  and  Montenegro  agreed 
on  the  Drina  and  Moraca  electric  power  project.  And  Slovenia  supported 
Croatia  against  Serbia  in  her  position  regarding  the  pollution  of  the  Sava. 
In  both  cases,  potential  or  actual  environmental  degradation  was  never  the 
initial  issue.  Rather,  each  of  the  republican  players  strove  to  exploit  both 
“functions”  of  the  economy  to  maximum  advantage  in  the  political  strug¬ 
gle  for  national  ascendency  within  the  party. 

Enmeshed  in  the  economic  and  republican  differences  is  the  generational 
issue,  which  has  played  its  part  in  the  downgrading  of  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  in  the  1980s.  Most  Yugoslavs  interviewed  believed  that  the  con¬ 
tinuation  in  leadership  of  the  veteran  communists  of  World  War  II  was  not 
only  a  principal  source  of  the  country’s  economic  problems  but  also  the 
main  reason  for  the  lack  of  serious  party  attention  to  environmental  prob¬ 
lems.  Party  control  of  the  electoral  process  and  all  administrative  and 
managerial  appointments  had  maintained  an  elite  in  power  that,  because 
of  its  age,  had  had  little  experience  of  environmental  degradation  and 
consequently  no  interest  in  solving  or  preventing  it.  With  Yugoslavia’s 
underdevelopment  and  rural  lifestyle  their  main  childhood  memories,  their 
whole  interest  was  concentrated  on  the  most  rapid  economic  development 
possible.  To  many  Yugoslavs,  the  environment  will  not  be  taken  seriously 
until  a  new  generation  replaces  the  wartime  veterans  bent,  in  their  view, 
on  maintaining  their  privileges  and  insouciant  of  the  future. 

As  argued  in  chapter  4,  the  link  between  the  party  and  the  economy  is 
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fundamental.  When  the  economy  fails,  as  in  Poland  and  Czechoslovakia, 
the  party  must  resort  to  force  if  it  is  to  remain  in  power.13  Since  the  leader¬ 
ship’s  concern  for  the  environment  is  structurally  dependent  upon  the 
country’s  relative  economic  performance,  we  may  expect  swings  in  the 
intensity  of  their  commitment  to  an  environmental  program  based  on  the 
degree  to  which  environmental  problems  are  seen  to  impede  or  promote 
economic  progress.  In  all  honesty,  Western  political  leaders  tend  to  react  to 
environmental  issues  in  the  same  way — until  that  time  when  their  election 
hinges  on  a  different  response.  When,  as  in  1968  in  the  United  States  or 
1982  in  Germany,  the  public  calls  for  environmental  protection,  then  it 
ill-behooves  a  politician  to  try  to  buck  that  demand.  When  he  does,  as 
Reagan  did  in  1981 ,  a  well-organized  campaign  by  the  environmental  lobby 
has  the  ability  to  turn  the  most  obstinate  proindustrialist  into  an  ardent 
environmental  spokesman.  In  communist  one-party  states,  a  leader  may 
seriously  believe  in  preserving  the  environment.  But  his  position  depends 
on  his  ability  to  retain  control  of  at  least  a  minimally  performing  economy. 
So  long  as  there  is  no  public  confrontation  of  views  on  alternative  eco¬ 
nomic  and  environmental  solutions  and  no  mechanism  for  an  automatic 
change  in  leadership  (elections),  communist  societies  will  necessarily  focus 
less  on  the  spread  and  consequences  of  environmental  degradation  than  do 
pluralist  democratic  societies.14 

The  relation  of  the  territorial  administrations  to  the  center.  In  the  Soviet 
Union,  the  economic  reforms  of  the  sixties  shrank  the  rights  of  the  repub¬ 
lics  in  planning  economic  development  in  their  own  territory.  The  1973 
resolution  on  the  restructuring  of  middle-level  management  further  dimin¬ 
ished  republican  rights  by  delegating  to  the  central  ministries  the  decision¬ 
making  authority  in  planning  as  far  as  plan  targets  and  resource  distribution 
were  concerned.  One  consequence  of  the  reorganization  has  been  the  loss 
of  republican  control  over  environmental  matters. 

In  the  late  1950s  and  1960s,  during  the  period  of  relative  decentraliza¬ 
tion,  the  republics  led  the  way  in  passing  environmental  protection  legis¬ 
lation.  Many  passed  comprehensive  environmental  laws.  Estonia  was  the 
first  to  pass  a  nature  protection  act  in  1957.  The  Ukraine,  Bielorussia, 
Azerbaidzhan,  Georgia,  Moldavia,  Lithuania,  and  the  rsfsr  all  passed 
their  own  laws.  All  but  the  rsfsr  set  up  republican  committees  for  environ- 
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mental  protection  to  coordinate  the  republics’  environmental  regulatory 
and  control  functions.  The  Ukrainian,  Moldavian,  and  Georgian  commit¬ 
tees  tried  to  exercise  general  management  through  the  individual  special 
environmental  control  organs  organized  under  the  centralized  branch  min¬ 
istries.  The  Bielorussian,  Azerbaidzhani,  and  Lithuanian  committees  com¬ 
bined  the  general  management  function  with  the  direct  administration  of 
the  exploitation  and  protection  of  important  environmental  resources.  For 
example,  the  Bielorussian  committee  had  jurisdiction  over  both  the  use  and 
conservation  of  water  resources  and  nature  reserves.  The  Azerbaidzhani 
committee  had  jurisdiction  over  nature  reserves  and  the  animal  world, 
while  the  Lithuanian  committee  regulated  the  animal  world,  marine  re¬ 
sources,  and  monuments  of  nature.15 

The  subsequent  economic  reforms  made  the  attempts  of  the  republics  to 
impose  their  individual  environmental  controls  largely  ineffectual.  The  late 
sixties  and  seventies  saw  the  passage  of  the  fundamental  environmental 
laws  (osrtovy)  at  the  all-union  level.  The  1972  Party  and  USSR  Council  of 
Ministers’  resolution  confirmed  a  deteriorating  environmental  situation. 
The  major  polluters,  as  well  as  the  environmental  and  resource  ministries, 
were  all  centralized  institutions  in  which  employees  answered  only  to  their 
superiors  up  the  ministerial  ladder.  While  local  enterprises  were  unques¬ 
tionably  subject  to  local  laws,  the  enterprises  involved  with  resources  and 
heavy  industry  that  were  subordinate  to  a  central  ministry  complied  with 
federal  and  local  regulations  only  with  the  approval  of  their  superiors. 
Without  federal  legislation,  the  republics  had  little  legal  power  to  control 
ministerial  actions.  Even  with  the  legislation,  the  central  ministries  could 
still  bypass  republican  regulatory  authority. 

The  environmental  degradation  resulting  from  the  extraction  of  oil  shale 
in  northeast  Estonia  provides  a  graphic  illustration  of  the  problems  en¬ 
countered  by  a  republic  in  controlling  pollution  caused  by  a  branch  min¬ 
istry  within  its  territory.  The  two  central  ministries  involved  in  oil-shale 
extraction  in  Estonia  are  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Coal  Industry  and  the 
USSR  Ministry  for  Mineral  Fertilizer  Production.  Estonia’s  1957  environ¬ 
mental  law  makes  the  pollution  of  the  environment  a  crime,  but  the  law 
does  not  apply  to  industries  under  the  control  of  Moscow.  In  addition, 
planning  the  development  of  a  production  process  is  the  prerogative  of  the 
central  ministry  and  is  thus  likewise  outside  of  Estonian  control.16 
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The  1975  All-Union  Fundamental  Law  on  the  Protection  of  Under¬ 
ground  Resources  establishes  liability  for  breaking  the  rules  and  require¬ 
ments  for  extraction  that  are  determined  by  geological  survey  and  other 
research.17  However,  the  federal  osnovy  only  set  up  general  practices.  The 
only  law  that  is  enforceable  and  provides  for  criminal  or  civil  liability  is  at 
the  republican  level.  But  republican  law  is  not  necessarily  binding  upon 
organizations  outside  republican  jurisdiction.  Thus,  the  impressive  corpus 
of  environmental  osnovy  cannot  be  considered  an  adequate  solution  to  the 
problem.  The  regulatory  impasse  at  the  republican  level  is  one  reason  for 
the  proliferation  of  council  of  ministers’  environmental  resolutions  at  both 
the  all-union  and  republican  level  over  the  years,  because  the  council  of 
ministers  is  the  legal  superior  to  the  branch  ministries.  In  Estonia,  the 
environmental  situation  in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  republic  became  so 
critical  that  it  was  the  main  topic  of  a  regular  session  of  the  Presidium  of 
the  essr  Council  of  Ministers  at  the  end  of  1984.  The  Presidium  took  the 
only  action  it  could:  it  passed  another  resolution  decreeing  that  “additional 
remedies”  were  to  be  applied,  with  a  view  to  creating  “optimal  circum¬ 
stances”  by  the  year  2000.18 

Estonia  is  not  alone  in  its  frustration.  In  Armenia,  there  is  worry  over 
air  pollution  and  the  degradation  of  Lake  Sevan.19  In  Georgia,  there  are 
reports  of  unacceptably  high  emissions  from  iron  and  steel  works,  chemical 
plants,  and  building  materials  complexes,  all  of  which  enterprises  fall  under 
a  central  ministry.20  Air  pollution  in  Alma-Ata  reached  such  dangerously 
high  levels  that  the  Kazakhstan  minister  of  power  and  electrification  was 
forced  to  give  a  public  response  in  the  Kazak  press  on  the  measures  the 
ministry  was  taking  to  reduce  pollution.  The  power  industry’s  headquarters 
is  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Power  and  Electrification  in  Moscow. 

In  Kirgizia,  extensive  irrigation  has  drained  water  from  the  national 
scenic  landmark.  Lake  Issyk-Kul’.  The  shoreline  has  retreated  and  it  is 
expected  that  it  may  retreat  yet  another  kilometer.  Irrigation  construction 
is  the  province  of  the  republican  minvodkhoz  (ministry  of  land  reclama¬ 
tion  and  water  resources)  whose  superior  is  the  USSR  Minvodkhoz  in 
Moscow.21  The  proposed  solution  to  the  disappearance  of  Lake  Issyk-Kul’ 
is  to  divert  water  from  a  nearby  river  into  the  lake,  as  part  of  a  larger 
plan  to  build  up  reserves  of  electric  energy  through  the  construction  of 
hydroelectric  stations.  This  project  is  under  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Power 
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and  Electrification,  whose  sway  over  Soviet  rivers  was  challenged  under 
Brezhnev  by  the  Minvodkhoz  proponents  of  irrigation! 22  The  building  of 
the  dams  and  the  tunnel  to  divert  the  water  has  not  allayed  republican 
fears  that  when  everything  is  in  operation,  the  water  that  is  diverted  will 
not  be  used  to  maintain  the  water  level  of  Lake  Issyk-Kul’  but  will  go  for 
irrigation  purposes. 

Kirgizia’s  concern  was  summarily  dismissed  by  M.  Muzakeyev,  the 
chief  of  the  Laboratory  of  Hydrology  and  Climatology  of  the  Institute 
of  Geology  of  the  Kirgiz  ssr  Academy  of  Sciences.  Referring  to  “well 
thought-out  recommendations”  by  “leading  scientists  in  the  country”  made 
at  a  section  meeting  of  the  newly  formed  Scientific  Council  on  the  Complex 
Utilization  and  Protection  of  Water  Resources  attached  to  gknt  (State 
Committee  on  Science  and  Technology),  Muzakeyev  flatly  stated  that  “the 
all-union  interest  in  Issyk-Kul’  .  .  .  places  special  responsibility  on  the 
Party,  Soviet  and  economic  organs  of  the  republic.”  To  soften  the  message, 
the  scientist  presented  a  project  developed  by  an  all-union  research  organi¬ 
zation  designed  to  maintain  the  lake’s  water  level.  And  as  further  reassur¬ 
ance,  he  pointed  to  the  amendment  to  the  draft  plan  for  the  Economic  and 
Social  Development  of  the  USSR  adopted  by  the  Twenty-sixth  cpsu  Con¬ 
gress,  modifying  the  formulation  about  the  use  of  Issyk-Kul’s  resources.23 
But  he  made  clear  that  the  future  of  the  lake  was  out  of  republican  hands 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  interested  central  agencies. 

A  proponent  of  the  establishment  of  a  committee  on  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  in  the  rsfsr  went  straight  to  the  core  of  the  republics’  concern: 
“Many  all-union  departments  are  working  in  the  republic.  Their  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  territorial  system  of  environmental  protection  is  practically  not 
coordinated.”24  The  republics’  dilemma  may  be  summed  up  in  the  words 
of  the  secretary  of  the  Division  of  Chemistry  and  Biological  Sciences  of 
the  Lithuanian  Academy  of  Sciences:  “It  is  necessary  to  overcome  negative 
phenomena  caused  by  branch  administration,  when  the  separation  of  cer¬ 
tain  departments  and  planning  organizations  from  the  real  environment  in 
the  field  and  their  striving  to  solve  only  their  own  problems  are  felt  all  the 
more.  It  is  necessary  decisively  and  everywhere  to  bring  the  use  of  natural 
resources  into  accord  with  the  requirements  of  ecology. . . .  These  problems 
must  be  solved  by  starting,  not  just  from  the  need  of  any  single  depart¬ 
ment,  but  comprehensively.”25 
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Republican  ability  to  implement  appropriate  pollution  control  measures 
is  especially  weakened  when  a  central  decision  sets  up  a  triangular  rela¬ 
tionship  between  a  central  ministry  and  two  or  more  republics,  and  pro¬ 
vides  different  outcomes  for  each.  The  most  obvious  example  is  the  now- 
abandoned  proposal  for  the  diversion  southward  of  the  Ob  River  in  west¬ 
ern  Siberia.  The  project  was  probably  the  largest  river  diversion  plan  in 
history.  It  was  pushed  forward  by  the  USSR  Minvodkhoz  and  supported 
by  the  Central  Asian  republics,  notably  Uzbekistan  and  Kazakhstan.  The 
project  must  certainly  have  been  attractive  to  Minvodkhoz.  It  was  Prome¬ 
thean  in  scope,  with  the  first  stage  alone  calling  for  the  removal  of  some 
5.5  billion  cubic  meters  of  earth.  The  Central  Asian  republics  desired  the 
project  as  they  faced  increasing  water  shortages  in  the  years  ahead,  while 
Siberia  was  concerned  about  the  dangers  to  its  ecology  and  economics  if 
the  scheme  were  realized.  The  ministry  and  republican  supporters  argued 
the  economic  viability  of  the  scheme,  saying  that  the  canal  would  pay  for 
itself  within  ten  years,  and  total  cost  would  be  only  around  10  billion 
rubles.  The  Siberian  detractors  argued  the  economic  irrationality  of  diver¬ 
sion,  presenting  real  cost  estimates  of  20  billion  rubles  and  expressing 
skepticism  that  the  canal  would  pay  off  in  thirty  years.  From  their  point  of 
view,  national  food  production  could  be  raised  more  economically  by  in¬ 
creasing  grain  yields  in  Western  Siberia,  where  natural  rainfall  would  sup¬ 
plement  irrigation.26  The  fall  of  the  first  secretary  of  Uzbekistan,  Sharaf 
Rashidov,  lost  Central  Asia  its  most  powerful  spokesman.  With  the  help 
of  the  Siberian  environmental  lobby.  Great  Russian  interests  reasserted 
themselves.  The  project  was  abandoned. 

The  republics  thus  find  themselves  in  a  situation  where  whatever  terri¬ 
torial  environmental  management  schemes  they  may  adopt  may  be  jeop¬ 
ardized  by  new  construction  and  development  projects  coming  from  the 
central  ministries  in  Moscow,  some  of  which  may  economically  advantage 
one  republic  at  the  environmental  expense  of  another.  The  Siberian  river 
diversion  debate  had  a  fortunate  outcome  because  of  the  ascendancy  of 
Great  Russian  interests  and  Gorbachev’s  desire  to  bring  the  Central  Asian 
republics  back  under  closer  tutelage  to  Moscow.  But  the  result  was  less 
happy  in  little  Estonia.  Republican  capability  to  implement  republican 
environmental  concerns  thus  finds  itself  dependent  on  party  politics  at  the 
center,  where  environmental  issues  become  secondary  to  the  political  issue, 
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and  on  the  strength  of  central  support  to  republican-based  branch  ministry 
enterprises,  which  can  argue  in  the  all-union  interest. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  problem  is  the  reverse.  The  republics  have  too  much 
power  to  determine  environmental  policy  within  their  territory,  and  the 
environment  can  become  a  political  football  between  them.  As  indicated 
in  chapter  2,  self-management  in  essence  gives  the  republics  and  provinces 
the  major  voice  in  deciding  their  internal  affairs,  assigning  the  federal  gov¬ 
ernment  a  very  limited  set  of  powers.  In  his  classic  defense  of  the  system, 
Edward  Kardelj  posited  the  viability  of  single-party  rule  over  the  limited 
“democratic  pluralism  of  self-managing  interests.”  But  as  Cohen  has  ar¬ 
gued,  the  systemic  instability  resulting  from  the  devolution  of  administra¬ 
tive  competence  upon  the  republics  and  communes  is  probably  the  main 
source  of  the  country’s  difficulties  in  virtually  every  area  of  governance.27 

According  to  the  constitution,  basic  economic  policy  is  decided  in  the 
Federal  Skupstina.  In  reality,  the  Skupstina  decisionmaking  process  gives 
the  representatives  of  republics  and  provinces  decisive  policymaking  power, 
while  relegating  the  details  and  day-to-day  economic  issues  to  the  repub¬ 
lican  and  provincial  assemblies.  Of  the  two  chambers,  by  far  the  most 
politically  important  is  the  Chamber  of  Republics  and  Provinces.  Deputies 
to  this  chamber  do  not  sit  as  individuals  but  as  delegations  representing 
their  republic  or  province.  Before  the  chamber  reaches  consensus  on  any 
bill,  the  chamber  delegations  must  have  secured  the  agreement  of  their 
corresponding  republican  and  autonomous  provincial  assemblies  for  the 
proposed  legislation.  In  case  of  conflict,  the  chamber  has  worked  out  a 
process  of  uglasavanje  (harmonization  of  positions)  based  on  intense  and 
extended  negotiations  between  delegations.28 

The  1974  Constitution  assigns  the  critical  policy  decisions  to  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Republics  and  Provinces.  The  chamber  adopts  the  social  plan  of 
Yugoslavia;  formulates  policies  and  passes  federal  laws  regarding  monetary 
affairs,  prices,  labor,  credit,  and  trade;  and  determines  which  goods  shall 
be  taxed  and  how  much.  It  further  determines  the  amount  of  the  annual 
federal  budget  and  the  way  in  which  this  money  shall  be  raised.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  Chamber,  representing  the  opstini  and  work  and  sociopolitical  orga¬ 
nizations,  votes  only  on  federal  statutes  and  on  issues  of  a  federal  character. 
In  addition,  the  Chamber  of  Republics  and  Provinces  decides  indepen¬ 
dently  of  the  Federal  Chamber  on  questions  relating  to  the  contraction 
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of  credits  for  national  defense,  the  supervision  of  federal  administration 
agencies,  and  the  formulation  of  enforcement  policies  for  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  federal  statutes.29  These  last  two  provisions  give  the  republics  juris¬ 
diction  over  whatever  federal  environmental  enforcement  organs  may  be 
established  in  addition  to  their  own  enforcement  agencies. 

While  not  the  cause,  the  broad  constitutional  powers  given  to  the  repub¬ 
lics  and  provinces  in  the  1974  Constitution  assuredly  hastened  the  split 
within  the  lcy  along  republican  lines,  with  the  Serbs  advocating  integra¬ 
tion  and  unity  at  the  federal  level,  and  the  Croatians  and  Slovenes  urging 
greater  republican  autonomy.30  The  widening  differences  between  the  na¬ 
tionalities  have  increased  distrust  and  suspicion.  In  the  Republic  of  Serbia, 
Vojvodina  and  Kosovo  have  become  virtually  autonomous  in  their  own 
right.  Many  Serbs  blame  Slovenian  Stane  Dolanc,  federal  minister  for 
internal  affairs,  for  encouraging  the  provinces’  independence  by  opposing 
Serbia’s  efforts  to  bring  them  more  strictly  under  Serbian  control.  Nation¬ 
ality  differences  were  apparently  behind  the  trial  of  the  Belgrade  Six  in 
1984,  some  Serbs  saying  that  the  “conservative”  Croatian  leadership  forced 
the  more  “progressive”  Serbian  government  to  make  the  arrests.31  The 
accusations  and  counteraccusations  have  revived  fears  of  Great  Serbianism 
among  the  smaller  republics,  especially  in  Slovenia,  just  as  Serbia  is  de¬ 
manding  integrative  constitutional  reforms.32 

The  Sava  River  and  Tara  Canyon  controversies  must  be  placed  against 
this  background.  The  1974  Federal  Law  on  Interrepublican  and  Interstate 
Waters  required  republican  agreement  on  new  construction  and  automati¬ 
cally  made  a  republic  delinquent  if  it  failed  to  secure  such  an  agreement.  It 
further  stated  which  materials  and/or  pollutants  could  not  be  discharged 
into  the  water  and  held  the  enterprise  responsible.  And  it  stipulated  that  the 
Federal  Hydrometeorological  Institute  and  the  Federal  Institute  of  Health 
should  test  the  quantity  and  quality  of  water  in  the  river.  But  it  did  not 
provide  for  an  independent  control  of  discharges  into  the  river.  Moreover, 
all  the  monitoring,  testing,  dissemination  of  information,  and  issuing  of 
warnings  regarding  water  quality  are  organized  through  agreements  with 
the  responsible  organs  of  the  interested  republics.33  Serbians  will  tell  you 
that  no  federal  agency  was  given  independent  monitoring  authority,  be¬ 
cause  none  of  the  republics  would  consent  to  such  a  provision.  The  only 
way  to  get  the  law  passed  was  to  give  the  republics  the  upper  hand  in  the 
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regulation  of  water  quality,  a  power  that  was  reinforced  through  their  con¬ 
stitutional  right  to  supervise  federal  agencies. 

The  actual  compact  on  the  Sava  River  signed  in  February  1980  is  not 
an  agreement  between  republics  but  between  the  communes  bordering  the 
river.  While  the  compact  contains  articles  urging  communities  to  exchange 
information,  mesh  plans,  and  enter  into  further  agreements  to  finance  water 
system  improvements,  it  is  silent  on  substantive  issues,  including  moni¬ 
toring.34  It  sets  no  dates  for  cooperation  to  begin,  contains  no  enforcement 
measures  if  cooperation  does  not  occur,  and  is  so  general  in  tone  that  it  is 
no  wonder  that  environmentalists  have  condemned  the  signers  for  inac¬ 
tivity  (see  chapter  3). 

The  first  major  challenge  to  both  the  federal  water  law  and  the  Sava 
River  Compact  was  the  1984  oil  leakage.  In  the  controversy  that  ensued, 
Croatia  stood  on  her  prerogative  to  issue  the  information  and  warnings 
about  pollution  within  her  borders,  while  Serbia  became  increasingly  frus¬ 
trated  at  her  inability  to  prevent  contamination  of  Belgrade  drinking  water. 
At  a  meeting  of  the  Serbian  Republican  Section  of  the  General  Conference 
of  the  Socialist  Alliance  in  December  1984,  Milivoje  Todorovic  attacked 
the  Sava  River  agreements  as  being  inadequate.  Others  said  that  eight 
hundred  approved  regulations  had  resulted  in  nothing,  while  still  others 
faulted  the  lcy  for  not  having  taken  a  firm  enough  stand.  The  result  of  the 
meeting  was  a  decision  to  press  for  a  change  in  the  federal  water  law,  create 
an  independent  inspectorate,  develop  an  inventory  of  pollution  sources 
along  the  river,  and  increase  fines  for  noncompliance.35  At  the  end  of 
December,  the  Belgrade-based  Politika  reported  an  increase  in  concentra¬ 
tions  of  oil  in  the  river.36  In  early  January  1985,  the  first  meeting  of  the 
Republican  Committee  of  Inquiry  for  Investigating  Pollution  on  the  Sava 
and  Iber  rivers  met  to  formulate  research  plans.37  Under  increasing  Serbian 
pressure,  the  Committee  for  the  Health  of  Workers  and  Social  Policy  of 
the  Federal  Chamber  “categorically”  demanded  that  the  Federal  Executive 
Committee  pass  a  law  as  quickly  as  possible  on  a  fundamental  water  man¬ 
agement  policy  for  rivers  with  two  or  more  interested  republics.  Belgrade 
papers  predicted  an  early  passage  within  the  first  trimester  of  1985.38 

As  of  this  writing,  no  new  law  or  amendment  to  the  1974  law  has  yet 
come  into  effect.  Much  depends  on  the  way  in  which  the  national  irrita¬ 
tions  aroused  during  the  controversy  are  soothed.  The  Sava  may  be  a  test 
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case  for  effective  interrepublican  environmental  management.  Yugoslavia 
cannot  afford  to  sacrifice  its  major  water  system  to  republican  conflicts. 
The  question  is  whether  the  protagonists  can  set  the  common  interest  over 
their  historic  national  rivalries. 

The  Tara  River  conflict  is  an  example  of  interrepublican  cooperation  in 
what  was  presented  as  the  common  interest.  The  Tara  River  is  one  of  the 
few  unspoiled  rivers  in  Yugoslavia.  It  rises  in  the  mountains  of  Monte¬ 
negro  and  flows  northward  into  the  Drina  River  near  the  town  of  Foca.  In 
its  passage  to  the  Drina,  the  river  twists  and  turns  between  limestone 
walls.  Its  most  dramatic  section  is  a  thirty-five-mile  long  canyon  at  the  foot 
of  some  of  Yugoslavia’s  most  spectacular  mountains,  the  Durmitor  Range. 
The  unique  beauty  of  Durmitor  and  the  Tara  Canyon  caused  Yugoslavia 
to  have  them  designated  nature  reserves  under  the  protection  of  UNESCO’s 
Man  and  the  Biosphere  Program.39  One  would  have  thought  that  a  scenic 
landmark  with  international  recognition  would  have  been  inviolate.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Tara  forms  an  important  part  of  the  Drina  River  system.  Monte¬ 
negro  is  energy-poor,  and  has  only  two  rivers  where  hydropower  can  be 
obtained,  the  Tara-Drina  system,  and  the  Moraca.  The  Moraca  is  a  much 
shorter  river  that  falls  precipitously  from  the  mountains  into  Skadar  Lake 
on  the  Adriatic.  After  the  electric  power  shortage  during  the  winter  of 
1983,  Montenegro,  Bosnia  and  Herzegovina,  and  Serbia  sought  federal 
approval  for  a  hydroelectric  project  that  would  involve  the  construction  of 
a  whole  chain  of  dams  on  the  Drina  and  Moraca  river  systems.  The  en¬ 
abling  law  was  passed  on  May  28,  1984, 40  despite  the  protests  of  experts 
and  environmentalists.  Indeed,  it  is  doubtful  whether  their  criticisms  were 
ever  seriously  entertained  by  the  project  designers. 

The  benefits  of  approval  for  each  of  the  republics  were  substantial.  In  re¬ 
turn  for  a  one-time-only  nonreturnable  investment,  Montenegro  obtained 
the  construction  of  a  series  of  dams  to  increase  her  power  supply,  most  of 
which  were  funded  by  outside  agencies.  Because  of  the  federal  water  law 
regulating  the  exploitation  of  interrepublican  rivers,  the  other  two  repub¬ 
lics  needed  Montenegro’s  agreement  in  order  to  build  dams  on  their  part 
of  the  river  system.  The  uniting  of  the  three  republics  behind  a  common 
purpose  gave  them  increased  political  strength,  enabling  them  to  suppress 
information  in  the  press,  manipulate  public  opinion,  and  ram  a  law  of  their 
choosing  through  the  Federal  Skupstina.  Although  expert  opposition  was 
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successfully  mobilized  after  the  law  had  been  passed,  it  succeeded  only  in 
obtaining  the  relocation  of  the  dam.  Dam  construction  had  become  a  dead 
issue. 

The  two  examples  indicate  the  danger  of  republican  power  for  the 
Yugoslav  environment,  whether  that  power  manifests  itself  in  interrepub¬ 
lican  rivalry  or  cooperation.41  It  is  easy  to  postulate  that  once  the  constitu¬ 
ent  republics  realize  they  have  a  vested  interest  in  preserving  the  environ¬ 
ment,  they  will  cooperate  for  an  environmental  goal  as  closely  as  they  did 
for  an  economic  objective.  By  that  time,  Yugoslav  environmentalists  say,  it 
may  be  too  late. 

The  limited  scope  of  the  lower  territorial  units.  In  normal  Soviet  planning 
procedure,  Gosplan  guidelines  come  down  through  the  central  bureau¬ 
cracies  and  plans  are  submitted  up  through  the  same  bureaucracies,  with 
copies  of  the  plan  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  territorial  organ  at  the 
level  of  each  planning  unit.  Since  very  few  economic  endeavors  are  under 
the  direct  jurisdiction  of  local  government,  a  local  soviet  executive  com¬ 
mittee  may  learn  of  a  proposed  branch  ministry  development  project 
within  its  boundaries  on  the  eve  of  the  commencement  of  construction.  To 
counteract  the  problem,  the  larger  municipalities  in  particular  have  tried  to 
set  up  coordinating  regulatory  mechanisms.  At  the  municipal  or  kraj  level, 
most  local  governments  of  any  size  have  a  committee  for  environmental 
protection.  While  the  functions  and  responsibilities  of  these  committees 
may  vary,  they  all  are  advisory  only  with  no  administrative  power.42 

The  functions  of  the  environmental  committee,  as  illustrated  by  the 
Leningrad  committee,  fall  into  four  categories:  to  coordinate  the  activities 
of  the  organizations  directing  the  city’s  environmental  work,  to  prepare 
recommendations  for  the  municipal  executive  committee  on  matters  of 
environmental  protection  and  natural  resource  use,  to  evaluate  applications 
for  construction  and  development  permits,  and  to  exercise  control  over  the 
enterprises  and  organizations  in  their  compliance  with  environmental  regu¬ 
lations.  The  composition  of  the  Leningrad  committee  as  formed  in  1979 
tells  us  a  great  deal  about  its  ability  to  carry  out  its  mandate.  All  were 
public  officials  prominently  engaged  in  environmental  protection  and  pol¬ 
lution  control  in  the  city.  The  chairman  was  deputy  chairman  of  the  Lenin¬ 
grad  City  Executive  Committee  (Gorispolkoin),  and  the  deputy  chairman 
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was  the  head  of  the  environmental  section  of  the  planning  commission. 
Members  of  the  committee  included  environmental  officials,  an  Academy 
of  Sciences  representative,  and  a  professor  from  Leningrad  State  Univer¬ 
sity,  but  not  a  single  representative  of  industry.43 

To  accomplish  its  mandate,  the  committee  is  divided  into  five  subcom¬ 
mittees  according  to  environmental  objective.  Subcommittee  chairmen  in¬ 
sist  that  no  construction  project,  whether  it  be  the  expansion  of  the  Lenin¬ 
grad  Metro  or  the  relaying  and  enlarging  of  the  sewage  system,  can  go 
forward  without  first  being  submitted  to  one  of  the  subcomittees.  Sub¬ 
committee  disapproval  means  the  project  is  returned  to  the  project  sponsors 
for  modifications.  The  subcommittees  also  have  the  right  to  request  an 
explanation  from  the  management  of  noncomplying  enterprises  and  orga¬ 
nizations.  When  the  committee  so  requests,  administrators  of  suspected 
delinquent  factories  are  required  to  submit  data  on  the  status  of  pollution 
control  and  resource  use  in  their  plant.  If  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  environmental  committee  sitting  as  a  whole  finds  the 
enterprise  delinquent,  the  names  of  the  enterprise  and  its  director  are  for¬ 
warded  to  the  Leningrad  Gorispolkom  for  further  action.  At  various  times 
during  the  year,  these  names  are  published  in  the  Leningrad  Gorispolkom 
Bulletin .44 

The  functions  and  composition  of  the  Leningrad  committee  appear  to 
be  typical.  Deputy  chairman  of  the  Moscow  Gorispolkom  Environmental 
Committee,  Dr.  Margerita  Shesterina,  stressed  the  professional  qualifica¬ 
tions  of  subcommittee  members  and  further  emphasized  the  importance  of 
volunteers  to  aid  the  subcommittees  in  individual  investigations.  A  distinc¬ 
tive  feature  of  the  Moscow  committee's  activities  is  the  custom  of  selecting 
one  environmental  area  to  investigate  each  year.45  The  results  of  the  inves¬ 
tigation  are  presented  at  a  special  meeting  of  the  Moscow  Gorispolkom  for 
full  discussion  and  executive  action.  Frequently,  the  investigation  centers 
on  a  “voter’s  mandate,”  the  complaint  made  by  voters  to  the  city  executive 
committee  at  election  time. 

The  role  of  the  environmental  committee  and  the  Gorispolkom  in 
achieving  local  environmental  results  should  not  be  lightly  dismissed. 
Dr.  Shesterina  cited  her  committee’s  success  in  getting  a  brick  and  flour 
milling  factory  closed  in  Moscow.  In  Leningrad,  the  environmental  com¬ 
mittee  was  able  to  generate  the  momentum  to  have  some  sixty  factories 
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moved  out  of  the  city.  In  the  United  States,  local  zoning  boards  may  also 
only  determine  that  violations  have  occurred;  it  is  the  town  board’s  respon¬ 
sibility  to  take  action  against  violators.  In  Soviet  communities  where  there 
is  a  far-sighted  governmental  administration,  an  active  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  committee,  and  some  political  influence,  the  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  committee  can  provide  limited  coordination  and  supervision.  Moscow 
and  Leningrad  are  clearly  in  this  category,  but  Tallinn,  Tashkent,  Alma- 
Ata,  and  other  Soviet  cities  also  have  records  of  environmental  achieve¬ 
ment. 

Nevertheless,  the  top-heavy  character  of  the  Soviet  administration  sug¬ 
gests  caution  in  the  evaluation  of  committee  performance.  The  need  for 
central  funding  and  the  branch  ministerial  chain  of  command  set  definite 
limits  to  the  control  exercised  by  these  committees  over  resource  use  within 
city  boundaries.  In  1977,  the  city  of  Leningrad  allocated  about  half  its 
budget  (449  million  rubles)  to  social  needs.  These  monies  had  to  be  spread 
over  six  critical  social  welfare  budget  categories,  including  environmental 
protection.  It  is  not  surprising,  therefore,  that  the  city  required  some  51 
million  rubles  from  the  all-union  investment  fund  to  achieve  its  air  and 
water  pollution  control  objectives.46 

To  obtain  such  funding,  especially  when  large  sums  are  at  issue,  requires 
strong  political  influence  at  the  highest  echelons  of  the  Soviet  party  and 
government.  One  of  Leningrad’s  oldest  and  most  cherished  environmental 
programs  has  been  the  construction  of  a  dam  across  the  Gulf  of  Finland  to 
prevent  the  recurrent  flooding  caused  by  the  backsweep  of  waters  from  the 
gulf  into  the  city’s  waterways.  For  a  long  time,  the  flood  control  project 
encountered  persistent  opposition  from  various  central  agencies.  The  city 
fathers  had  decided  to  attempt  construction  at  local  expense,  when  in 
December  1982  Grigorii  Romanov,  who  was  then  chairman  of  the  Lenin¬ 
grad  party  organization,  announced  that  Andropov  had  given  his  support  to 
the  plan.  Central  leadership  endorsement  was  visible  proof  of  the  political 
ascendency  of  the  Leningrad  party  chief  at  that  time.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  as 
elsewhere,  pork  barrel  politics  can  have  a  salutary  as  well  as  deleterious 
effect.47 

Because  environmental  control  and  monitoring  take  place  primarily  at 
the  local  level,  the  self-managing  Yugoslav  opstina  must  perform  a  wide 
range  of  administrative  functions  in  the  area  of  environmental  manage- 
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ment.  Its  assembly  is  responsible  for  identifying  and  taking  inventory  of 
the  sources  of  pollution  in  its  territory;  making  decisions  regarding  the 
protection  of  water,  air,  land,  and  food  and  supervising  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  these  decisions  by  the  appropriate  opstina  organs.  The  assembly 
also  must  prepare  a  program  of  measures  and  actions  for  the  protection 
and  improvement  of  the  environment  that  includes  concrete  obligations, 
deadlines,  and  material  resources  for  the  program’s  realization,  and  appoint 
the  inspection  organs  to  monitor  compliance.  As  mentioned  earlier,  since 
the  inspection  services  are  composed  of  trained  technicians  in  a  particular 
field,  the  larger  and  wealthier  communes  can  afford  to  hire  more  qualified 
personnel  than  the  smaller,  poorer  ones.  To  supplement  their  own  resources, 
communes  may  make  a  compact  to  pool  funds  and  resources  for  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  a  common  service  or  laboratory,  or  for  a  common  pollution  control 
project.  They  may  also  sign  joint  self-management  agreements  with  an 
existing  service  or  laboratory  for  consulting  or  monitoring  work.48 

As  it  does  in  the  Soviet  Union,  money  remains  the  main  obstacle  to 
environmental  action  at  the  opstina  level  in  Yugoslavia,  but  for  a  different 
reason.  There  are  very  few  federal  funds  that  can  be  distributed  for  envi¬ 
ronmental  purposes  (see  table  3.8),  and  the  amount  of  money  in  each  is 
small.  The  only  local  siz  with  an  environmental  interest  is  the  water  siz. 
Limited  resources  necessarily  place  curbs  on  the  environmental  decisions  a 
community  is  able  to  implement,  and  it  is  not  surprising  that  local  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  rural  areas  has  fallen  behind  the  wealthier  municipal  govern¬ 
ments  in  the  adoption  of  air  and  water  pollution  measures  and  land-use 
regulations.  One  way  a  commune  can  raise  funds  is  to  hold  a  referendum 
demanding  the  community  to  give  a  designated  percent  of  its  wages  to  an 
environmental  purpose.  Organization  is  a  second  obstacle.  Chapter  3  indi¬ 
cated  that  many  opstini  still  have  not  designated  an  environmental  com¬ 
mittee,  and  of  those  that  have,  the  authorized  committee  more  often  than 
not  tends  to  have  its  main  responsibilities  elsewhere,  such  as  in  urban 
problems  or  infrastructure.  Inspectorates  exist  mainly  in  the  large  cities, 
and  the  republican  inspector  has  to  cover  the  rest  of  the  territory. 

Because  the  economic  and  social  plan  primarily  establishes  guidelines,  it 
does  not  represent  the  same  kind  of  impediment  to  local  initiative  in  eco¬ 
nomic  development  as  in  the  Soviet  Union.  However,  the  self-management 
system  obliges  agreement,  not  coercion.  The  process  of  reaching  agreement 
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is  time-consuming  and  uncertain.  It  may  stretch  out  over  two  or  three 
years,  or  fall  apart.  Now  that  environmental  indicators  have  been  included 
into  the  economic  and  social  plan,  there  is  the  additional  problem  that  a 
delay  in  a  plan’s  adoption  postpones  the  coming  into  force  of  all  directives 
relating  to  a  mandated  environmental  objective  until  well  into  the  period 
covered  by  the  plan.  Realizing  the  objective  is  delayed  that  much  more, 
since  that  process  cannot  even  start  until  the  directive  comes  into  force. 

Revisions  and  changes  in  territorial  planning  laws  have  also  slowed  the 
adoption  of  mandated  regional  and  local  land-use  plans.  The  failure  to 
develop  adequate  urban  plans  is  a  major  reason  for  the  chaotic  growth 
of  Yugoslav  cities,  which  has  been  the  object  of  considerable  censure  by 
the  press.49  The  industrialization  and  urbanization  of  post-World  War  II 
Yugoslavia  occurred  so  quickly  that  local  administrations  are  only  now 
beginning  to  assess  the  environmental  damage.  Between  1961  and  1971, 
over  1  million  Yugoslavs  moved.50  In  1948,  there  were  83  urban  centers 
with  populations  above  10,000.  In  1971,  there  were  148.  While  the  more 
established  industrial  centers  grew  three  to  five  times,  the  more  recently 
industrialized  cities  like  Nis  and  Split  expanded  over  sixteen  times.  The 
result  was  that  in  1978,  over  70  percent  of  the  population  lived  in  cities, 
compared  to  only  20  percent  in  1946.  Deforestation  and  erosion  worsened 
as  peasants  abandoned  their  farms  to  the  care  of  older  relatives  or  left 
them  altogether.  The  migration  to  the  cities  overwhelmed  existing  infra¬ 
structures.  Municipal  housing  construction  could  not  keep  up  with  the 
influx  of  newcomers,  and  squatter  shanties  mushroomed  around  the  edges 
of  cities.  Between  1950  and  1975,  industry  grew  over  six  times  to  employ 
over  40  percent  of  the  labor  force.  Where  there  was  only  one  paved  road  in 
1945,  there  was  an  entire  network  in  1975.51  Overwhelmed  by  the  pace  of 
economic  development  in  the  period  of  expansion,  the  town  and  cities  paid 
little  attention  to  the  growing  evidence  of  air  and  water  pollution  or  ground 
contamination  by  solid  and  toxic  wastes.  Now  that  the  country  is  in  an 
economic  slump,  municipal  planning  in  the  environmental  area  threatens 
to  be  even  more  neglected,  despite  calls  in  the  press  for  action. 

In  the  face  of  these  difficulties,  a  few  communities  have  been  remarkably 
successful  in  the  planning  and  execution  of  pollution  control  measures. 
One  such  success  is  the  draining  and  cleaning  of  Lake  Palic,  where  the 
rich  and  royal  of  nineteenth-century  Austro-Hungary  used  to  spend  their 
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summer  vacations.  Since  local  citizens  initiated  the  project,  the  story  of  the 
lake  will  be  left  to  chapter  7.  A  second  success  is  the  development,  ap¬ 
proval,  and  implementation  of  the  first  stage  of  the  territorial  plan  for  Lake 
Ohrid  in  southwestern  Yugoslavia.  The  story  deserves  to  be  told  in  some 
detail  as  it  highlights  the  impact  of  institutional  constraints  upon  environ¬ 
mental  management  at  the  local  government  level. 

Ohrid  lies  between  Yugoslavia  and  Albania.  It  is  a  preserve  for  rare 
flora  and  fauna  and,  with  Lake  Baikal  in  the  Soviet  Union,  it  shares  the 
distinction  of  being  one  of  the  two  lakes  in  the  world  where  plant_and 
animal  life  from  prehistoric  eras  have  survived.  It  is  thus  one  of  the  world’s 
oldest  lakes,  and  it  is  of  such  ecological  interest  that  it  has  been  designated 
a  nature  reserve  under  the  protection  of  the  unesco’s  Man  and  the  Bio¬ 
sphere  Program. 

Ohrid  is  also  a  cultural  monument.  During  Greek  and  Roman  times, 
it  was  at  the  crossroads  between  Byzantium  and  the  Peloponnisos,  and 
Byzantium  and  Rome.  The  Via  Appia  ran  across  its  waters.  The  tenth 
century  saw  the  founding  of  Christian  churches  of  the  Slavonic  rite,  which 
were  to  provide  the  cultural  foundations  for  the  Serbian  and  Macedonian 
languages,  as  well  as  a  level  of  art  and  learning  unequaled  anywhere  in  the 
Christian  world  at  that  time.52  Many  of  the  old  churches  still  stand  on  the 
lakeshore,  their  interiors  resplendent  with  the  brilliant  colors  of  the  original 
frescos.  Ohrid  Village  is  like  a  Mediterranean  village  with  its  small  houses 
climbing  up  steep  hillsides  along  narrow  alleys  and  streets  that  are  shaded 
by  overhanging  eaves  and  balconies.  And  with  its  Mediterranean  climate, 
Ohrid  Lake  is  a  tourist’s  paradise. 

After  World  War  II  and  up  until  1970,  tourism  was  encouraged.  Hotels, 
campsites,  and  private  summer  homes  crowded  the  lakeshore  with  little 
thought  to  their  environmental  impact.  Lake  Baikal  was  the  catalyst  for 
the  decision  to  establish  an  environmental  management  plan  for  Ohrid.53 
UNESCO  provided  both  information  and  some  funding,  and  the  Yugoslav 
federal  government  also  helped  finance  the  plan  development.  While  the 
momentum  for  conservation  came  from  the  outside,  it  was  realized  from 
the  beginning  that  plan  goals  could  not  be  achieved  by  the  simple  passage 
of  a  local  ordinance.  Social  action  was  necessary  to  convince  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  the  three  communities  involved  that  environmental  controls  would 
reap  benefits  for  them. 

After  extensive  preliminary  studies,54  the  plan  was  ready  in  1973.  The 
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plan  gave  priority  to  the  development  of  a  sewage  system  for  the  Yugoslav 
side  of  the  lake,  and  the  first  step  was  to  determine  the  cost  of  the  system 
and  to  identify  organizations  that  would  contribute  the  necessary  monies. 
When  the  proposal  for  the  water  treatment  system  was  finally  released  in 
1979,55  the  cost  of  the  construction  of  a  system  to  cover  the  northern  and 
most  densely  settled  end  of  the  lake  was  estimated  at  1.3  billion  dinars  (at 
that  time  about  $3.5  million).  Twenty  percent  of  the  money  was  to  come 
from  the  local  opstini,  40  percent  from  the  World  Bank,  and  40  percent 
from  federal  sources:  the  Fund  for  the  Underdeveloped  Opstini,  the  Fund 
for  the  Developed  Opstini,  and  the  Economic  Bank.  Of  the  money  to  be 
raised  locally,  58  percent  was  to  come  from  the  Ohrid  Opstina,  as  it  was 
the  largest  township,  and  42  percent  from  neighboring  Struga.  Money 
from  local  sources  would  come  from  local  taxes,  the  monies  from  the  tax 
on  water  consumption,  and  other  siz  contributions.  In  addition,  a  5  per¬ 
cent  charge  on  personal  incomes  would  be  levied  for  a  specified  period  of 
time  as  approved  by  public  referendum  and  imposed  by  the  associations 
for  associated  labor  (our).56  In  preparation  for  the  referendum,  experts 
visited  all  the  Yugoslav  villages  to  inform  the  public  about  the  need  for  the 
plan  and,  particularly,  the  sewage  system.  The  collection  of  the  local  money 
was  put  to  a  vote  and  was  approved  by  a  wide  margin. 

At  the  present  time,  the  entire  Yugoslav  coastline  of  Ohrid  is  protected 
to  a  depth  of  600  meters  from  the  lakeshore  edge.  Certain  areas  are  under 
strict  protection,  and  no  buildings  may  be  built  near  the  sites  of  some  of 
the  more  famous  monasteries  until  after  the  year  2000.  Private  building 
may  not  be  expanded  beyond  the  areas  now  set  aside,  and  the  opstini  may 
decide  what  hotels  and  other  accommodations  may  be  built  in  their  com¬ 
munities  only  within  the  areas  zoned  for  tourists.  The  tourist  areas  are 
separated  by  green  belts,  where  nothing  may  be  built,  to  keep  the  natural 
look  of  the  lake.  Eventually,  transportation  is  to  be  removed  from  the  lake¬ 
side  and  the  roads  set  back  from  the  shore  where  they  cannot  be  seen.  But 
no  dates  or  financing  have  been  approved.  Industry  is  not  prohibited,  but 
only  “clean”  industry  that  operates  on  closed  air  and  water  systems  will  be 
permitted  after  submission  of  construction  plans  to  a  review  process.57 

The  adoption  of  the  Lake  Ohrid  environmental  protection  plan  demon¬ 
strates  that  a  local  community  has  only  a  limited  ability  to  undertake  a 
pollution  control  project  of  any  scope  and  must  turn  to  external  agencies 
should  it  decide  to  do  so.  The  local  opstini  did  not  initiate  the  proposal  for 
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development  of  an  environmental  protection  plan.  Most  of  the  momentum 
came  from  concerned  individuals  and  groups  from  outside  the  area.  Lake 
Ohrid  enjoyed  such  a  worldwide  reputation  that  the  Republic  of  Macedonia 
was  able  to  generate  international  as  well  as  national  support.  International 
and  national  consultants  were  called  in  to  design  the  water  treatment  sys¬ 
tem,  and  international  and  federal  funds  were  required  to  initiate  the  first 
stage  of  the  plan.  With  the  hydra  system  permitting  no  decision  at  the 
federal  level  without  consent  of  the  republics,  an  opstina  is  not  going  to 
assume  any  substantial  environmental  commitment  without  some  assur¬ 
ance  that  the  republic  will  support  it.  Equally  important,  the  citizens  of 
the  two  opstini  targeted  to  implement  the  sewage  system  had  to  agree  to 
give  up  additional  income  to  the  opstina  to  pay  their  share  of  the  cost. 
Assuredly,  outside  pressure  and  the  certainty  of  outside  funding  influenced 
their  vote. 

The  dispute  over  the  location  of  Kornati  National  Park  headquarters 
mentioned  in  chapter  3  is  an  example  of  the  importance  of  external  pres¬ 
sure  in  the  case  of  opstini  disagreement  over  an  environmental  compact.  In 
this  instance,  the  disputed  items  had  nothing  to  do  with  environmental 
protection.  Interopstini  rivalry  was  simply  stronger  than  the  desire  to  co¬ 
operate.  Since  the  proposed  area  did  not  have  Ohrid’s  international  acclaim, 
the  external  pressure  on  the  opstini  to  agree  was  markedly  less  than  it  was 
at  Ohrid.  Domestic  external  pressure,  however,  was  not  absent.  Supporters 
of  the  park  moved  to  solve  the  disagreement  by  changing  the  law  to  take 
the  issue  of  park  headquarters  out  of  opstina  hands.  Up  until  1984,  there 
was  very  little  of  such  external  pressure  on  the  signatory  opstini  of  the 
Sava  and  Neretva  Compacts,  and  up  to  that  date  there  was  virtually  no 
movement  to  clean  up  the  rivers.  External  constraints  would  thus  appear 
to  play  a  critical  role  in  interopstina  environmental  cooperation. 

In  sum,  while  self-management  legally  and  organizationally  gives  local 
authorities  considerable  freedom  in  undertaking  environmental  programs, 
in  practice,  material,  financial,  and  above  all  political  realities  determine 
local  government’s  choices.  Opstina  willingness  to  embark  on  some  aspect 
of  pollution  prevention  would  seem  to  depend  most  on  the  course  of  re¬ 
publican  and  interrepublican  environmental  politics.  Unfortunately,  at  this 
level,  constitutional  arrangements  have  encouraged  as  much  discord  as  the 
cooperation  they  were  expected  to  promote. 
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Figure  5.1  State  Capital  Investment  in  Environmental  Protection 
in  the  USSR  and  the  rsfsr,  1973-86  (millions  of  rubles) 


Interval 

Source:  Same  as  for  table  5.1. 


Assets 

Control  of  public  spending.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  central  government 
monopolizes  control  over  both  the  collection  and  allocation  of  financial 
and  material  resources.58  In  Yugoslavia,  the  federal  budget  is  subject  to 
republican  dispensation  with  individual  republican  approval  required  on 
all  fiscal  and  taxation  policy  before  it  can  become  law.  The  republics  thus 
have  the  largest  input  into  the  distribution  of  the  national  income.  In  both 
countries,  local  government  has  the  fewest  financial  assets.  Each  is  subject 
to  a  set  of  national  and  republican  constraints  that  largely  determines  their 
options  in  the  allocation  of  the  income  coming  to  them  from  taxation. 

Figure  5.1  and  table  5.1  review  the  figures  on  state  capital  investment  in 
environmental  protection  in  the  USSR  and  the  rsfsr  from  1973,  the  year 
the  environmental  category  was  added  to  the  national  social  and  economic 
plan,  to  1986. 

The  slightly  lower  priority  assigned  to  environmental  protection  in  the 
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Table  5.1  State  Capital  Investment  in  Environment  Protection 
in  the  USSR  and  the  rsfsr,  1971  84  (millions  of  rubles) 


Years 

Annual 

average 

Years 

Annual 

average 

Years 

Annual 

average 

USSR3 

Total  investment 

1971-75 

7,291 

1,458 

1976-80 

10,824 

2,165 

1981-84 

8,634 

2,285 

in  environmental 
protection 

Water 

5,411 

1,082 

8,338 

1,668 

6,404 

1,601 

Air 

725 

145 

950 

190 

665 

166 

RSFSR 

Total  investment 

1973-75 

3,367 

1,122 

1976-80 

6,457 

1,291 

1981-84 

5,050 

1,263 

in  environmental 
protection 

Water 

2,789 

930 

5,112 

1,022 

3,841 

960 

Air 

274 

92 

609 

122 

433 

108 

Source:  Narodnoe  khozaistvo  SSSR  v  1984%  ( Moscow:  “Financy  i  statistiki 1985),  p.  405,  and 
Narodnoe  khozaistvo  rsfsrv  1984  g  (Moscow:  "Financy  i  statistiki”  1985),  p.  241. 

Note:  These  figures  should  be  taken  as  indicative  only.  When  compared  to  the  figures  given  in 
1979  for  the  period  1971  -79,  there  are  substantial  differences.  For  example,  in  the  1979  statistics, 
data  for  the  USSR  as  a  whole  are  given  only  from  1973  on,  the  date  environmental  protection 
became  a  mandatory  part  of  the  plan.  Thus,  a  total  expenditure  of  4,755  million  rubles  is  given 
for  the  period  1973-75.  The  rsfsr  figure  for  the  same  period  is  2,903  million  rubles  as  compared 
with  the  3,367  statistic  given  in  1984,  a  difference  of  16  percent.  Discrepancies  of  the  same 
magnitude  occur  with  the  other  data.  See  The  USSR  in  Figures  1979  (Moscow:  Statistika, 
1980),  p.  200;  and  The  RSFSR  in  Figures  1979  (Moscow:  Statistica,  1980),  p.  98.  The  figures 
demonstrate,  however,  the  preponderant  attention  given  to  water  pollution  over  the  past  fifteen 
years. 

a.  Total  expenses  on  environmental  protection  in  the  USSR  between  1981  and  1984  were  34 
billion  rubles,  of  which  9  billion  was  spent  in  1984.  Industrial  funds  for  environmental  protection 
in  the  rsfsr  during  the  same  period  were  46.7  billion  rubles,  of  which  13  billion  were  available 
in  1984. 


Eleventh  Five-Year  Plan  (1981  -1985)  substantiates  the  present  policy  swing 
toward  greater  emphasis  on  industrial  production.59  While  in  all  three 
periods,  the  major  investment  is  in  water,  the  figure  indicates  that  during 
the  time  period  under  review,  investment  in  air  pollution  control  increased 
at  a  slightly  faster  rate  for  the  Union  as  a  whole,  and  at  a  substantially 
higher  rate  in  the  rsfsr.  The  reader  is  referred  to  table  3.4  for  the  break¬ 
down  of  republican  investment  in  environmentally  related  areas  for  1979. 
Chapter  3  also  presented  relevant  data  on  the  allocation  of  central  invest- 
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ment  to  the  industrial  sectors.  From  1976  to  1984,  the  USSR  officially 
allocated  an  average  of  27  percent  of  its  total  capital  investment  to  agri¬ 
culture.60  About  14  percent  of  this  amount  went  to  agriculturally  related 
environmental  conservation  and  preservation  measures,  such  as  irrigation 
projects,  erosion  control,  soil  conservation,  land  reclamation,  and  pollution 
control.61  Table  3.5  indicates  that  agricultural  investment  in  the  republics 
has  been  quite  logically  based  on  the  republic’s  relative  size  and  wealth  and 
the  national  strategic  importance  of  agricultural  development  in  that  re¬ 
public.  The  substantial  agricultural  investment  in  environmentally  related 
measures  confirms  official  party  recognition  of  the  interrelationship  of  en¬ 
vironmental  protection  and  food  and  crop  production.  Nevertheless,  the 
steady  rate  of  state  investment  in  heavy  industry  attests  to  the  built-in 
pressures  from  the  branch  ministries  to  divert  those  funds  for  military  and 
industrial  production  objectives.62  The  continuing  defense  buildup,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  is  sober  proof  of  the  preponderant  influence  of  the  military-indus¬ 
trial  complex  over  party  leadership  decisions.63 

Access  to  funds  at  the  republican  and  local  levels  depends  on  the  de¬ 
cision  at  the  center.  Since  the  1965  reforms  made  the  all-union  ministries 
the  sole  holder  of  funds  allocated  to  enterprises  in  both  the  all-union  and 
union-republic  ministries,64  the  republics  and  local  government  must  nego¬ 
tiate  with  the  branch  ministries  for  their  share  of  the  ministerial  purse. 
During  the  preparation  of  the  budget,  the  enterprise  administrator  must 
follow  the  guidelines  and  schedule  of  his  hierarchical  superior,  the  central 
ministry.  In  the  press  of  planning  deadlines,  the  republican  organ  of  a 
union-republican  ministry  may  choose  not  to  keep  to  the  timetable  for 
submitting  its  plan  to  the  responsible  republican  gosplan  but  submit  it  at 
the  same  time  as  it  forwards  the  completed  plan  to  the  ministry  in  Moscow. 
As  a  result,  the  republican  planning  unit  may  have  no  time  to  study  and 
comment  upon  the  republican  ministry’s  program.  Even  in  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  funds  that  the  republic  or  local  government  is  allowed  to  keep 
for  regional  objectives,  the  central  plan  controls  the  investment  choice  and 
the  amount  allocated  to  each  category  of  recipient.  A  republic  or  munici¬ 
pality  may  modify  these  guidelines  only  by  further  negotiation  at  the  top.65 

The  direction  of  all  capital  investment  and  resource  distribution  through 
the  branch  ministries  and  central  agencies  thus  discourages  the  local  gen¬ 
eration  of  income  and  the  allocation  of  centralized  capital  investment  for 
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Table  5.2  Budgetary  Expenditure  of  Yugoslav  Sociopolitical 
Communities,  1978-79  (thousands  of  dinars) 


Federation 

Republics 

and 

provinces 

Towns 

and 

regions 

Communities 

Total  expenditures 

1977 

93,449.2 

46,125.3 

4,054.0 

22,204.1 

1978 

82,088.3 

54,741.9 

5,654.0 

26,003.6 

Social  activities  a 

1977 

13,684.3 

7,479.9 

543.2 

2,403.8 

1978 

16,418.8 

11,292.9 

436.7 

3,441.3 

National  defense 

1977 

38,130.9 

146.7 

44.6 

444.2 

1978 

42,594.7 

162.7 

55.6 

566.2 

Administrative  agencies 

1977 

5,274.4 

7,450.5 

2,318.9 

14,633.5 

1978 

7,218.3 

9,904.5 

3,342.8 

16,811.4 

Contributions  to  budgets 
(ceded  resources) 

1977 

1978 

18,786.9 

16,245.7 

10.9 

293.0 

316.6 

Additional  resources  b 

1977 

6,139.0 

2,792.1 

47.3 

1978 

7,028.2 

2,913.9 

51.8 

Investments  in  noneconomic 

activities 

1977 

1,562.5 

1,979.7 

458.1 

1,525.7 

1978 

1,888.0 

2,560.3 

672.2 

1,388.7 

Interventions  and  investments 
in  economic  activities 

1977 

22,257.3 

6,270.7 

612.2 

346.5 

1978 

511.4 

9,871.5 

955.6 

598.7 

Liabilities  and  reserves 

1977 

6,400.6 

1,220.1 

77.0 

2,510.2 

1978 

6,429.1 

1,790.2 

2,828.8 

Source:  Statistical  Pocket  Book  of  Yugoslavia,  1980  (Belgrade:  Federal  Statistical  Office,  1980), 
p.  61. 

a.  Including  pension  and  disablement  insurance. 

b.  Additional  resources  for  the  economically  underdeveloped  republics  and  the  autonomous 
province  of  Kosovo. 
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environmental  purposes  to  provincial  cities  and  towns.66  Kushnirsky,  in¬ 
deed,  asserts  that  municipalities  received  almost  no  central  investment 
funds  of  any  kind  during  both  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Five-Year  Plans.  Cities 
may  complain  about  deteriorating  sewage  and  water  treatment  systems 
and  other  environmental  infrastructures,  but  without  the  central  funds  or 
approval  provided  by  plan  guidelines  to  spend  locally  generated  income, 
such  projects  rest  as  deadletters.67 

The  thrust  of  public  spending  in  Yugoslavia  is  indicated  in  table  5.2. 
According  to  the  table,  in  1978,  52  percent  of  the  federal  budget  was  spent 
on  national  defense;  18  percent  on  social  services,  including  the  payment 
of  pensions  and  disability  insurance;  9  percent  on  administration;  8.5  per¬ 
cent  on  assistance  to  the  economically  backward  regions  of  Yugoslavia; 
and  3  percent  on  noneconomic  activities.  The  republics  spent  minimally 
on  defense,  21  percent  on  social  services,  18  percent  on  administration,  5 
percent  on  aid  to  the  underdeveloped  regions,  and  less  than  5  percent  on 
investments  in  noneconomic  activities.  Investment  in  economic  activities 
was  18  percent.  That  same  year,  the  republics  gave  a  healthy  29.6  percent 
of  their  budget  to  the  federal  government  for  aid  to  the  underdeveloped 
regions  (41  percent  in  1977).  Administrative  expenses  figured  most  promi¬ 
nently  in  local  commune  budgets,  where  they  represented  64.5  percent  of 
the  total  expenditure.  By  contrast,  the  communes  spent  1 3  percent  on  social 
services  and  5  percent  on  noneconomic  investments.  If  one  compares  the 
1978  budgets  of  all  levels  of  the  Yugoslav  government,  an  average  of  19 
percent  was  spent  on  social  services,  22  percent  on  administration,  and  less 
than  4  percent  on  noneconomic  activities.  When  the  enormous  siz  (com¬ 
munity  of  interest)  budget  is  added  to  the  government’s  social  services 
budget,  it  turns  out  that  the  public  priorities  in  Yugoslavia  are  social  wel¬ 
fare  and  government  administration.  Substantially  less  money  goes  for 
noneconomic  activities,  among  which  are  included  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  measures.  Moreover,  so  much  of  the  republican  and  commune  budgets 
has  been  designated  for  essential  administrative  and  public  services,  in¬ 
cluding  aid  to  the  underdeveloped  republics  and  provinces,  that  there  is 
little  left  over  for  the  communes  to  allocate  independently. 

Self-management  then  does  not  leave  the  lower  government  administra¬ 
tions  much  more  leeway  in  determining  how  locally  generated  funds  are  to 
be  allocated  than  does  the  Soviet  centralized  allocation  system.  Virtually 
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the  entire  commune  budget  is  predetermined  by  the  republics  through  fed¬ 
eral  and  republican  regulations  regarding  commune  distribution  of  local 
money  to  the  siz6X  and  essential  administrative  and  social  services  and  to 
priorities  set  at  the  federal  level  through  republican  agreement,  such  as 
assistance  to  the  backward  regions.  Under  these  circumstances,  commune 
interest  in  undertaking  a  major  environmental  project  is  understandably 
low,  unless  the  community  can  find  funding  from  the  outside.  Table  5.2 
shows  that  obtaining  republican  or  federal  funds  for  such  initiatives  is 
doubtful  since  republican  preference  clearly  lies  in  other  areas. 

It  thus  appears  to  make  no  difference  in  environmental  terms  whether 
the  financial  decision  is  centralized  or  decentralized,  as  long  as  the  control  of 
public  spending  is  in  the  hands  of  a  single  party.  If  the  decisionmaking  unit 
does  not  consider  the  environment  a  priority,  the  money  will  be  allocated 
elsewhere.  Despite  the  mechanism  of  local  referenda,  self-management 
has  added  little  to  local  government's  financial  autonomy. 

Environmental  and  economic  visibility.  A  positive  asset  for  the  territorial 
units  in  each  country  is  the  national  and  international  visibility  of  their 
environmental  or  economic  resources.  Both  Lake  Baikal  and  Lake  Ohrid 
are  known  to  ecologists  the  world  over.  The  Adriatic  coast  is  a  vacation 
symbol  to  millions  of  foreign  tourists.  The  Tara  River  Canyon  is  less  known 
abroad  but  a  national  landmark  to  Yugoslav  scientists.  In  the  environmen¬ 
tally  conscious  world  after  the  Stockholm  Conference,  no  politician  can 
afford  to  appear  to  be  unwilling  to  preserve  internationally  or  nationally 
recognized  scenic  wonders.  Siberia  demonstrates  the  international  visibility 
of  natural  resources.  The  whole  world  is  watching  to  see  how  the  Soviet 
leadership  manages  the  critical  environmental  component  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  earth’s  last  frontier.  Many  Soviet  scientists  share  Boris  Ko¬ 
marov’s  concern  that  the  leadership  is  not  sensitive  enough  to  Siberia’s 
unique  environmental  conditions.69  Nevertheless,  international  discussion 
of  the  critical  issues  in  Siberian  development  has  most  certainly  been  a 
factor  in  encouraging  Soviet  central  decisionmakers  to  give  increasing 
consideration  to  environmental  risks  and  their  economic  ramifications,  at 
least  in  questions  of  water  management.711 

At  the  domestic  level,  a  republic’s  national  or  regional  sensitivities  to  the 
value  of  a  particular  resource  are  also  probably  a  positive  asset  to  territorial 
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administrations  desiring  to  undertake  environmental  action.  Neither  state 
is  secure  in  its  multinational  identity.  And  neither  country’s  leadership  can 
afford  to  disregard  national  preferences.  As  we  have  seen,  landmarks  in 
the  USSR  that  have  a  special  significance  for  a  republic,  such  as  Lake 
Sevan  in  Armenia  and  Lake  Issyk-Kul’  in  Kirgizia,  merit  special  funding 
and  special  notice  in  the  party  program  and  planning  guidelines.  In  inter¬ 
basin  water  transfers,  the  central  government  must  consider  the  views  of 
the  donor  as  well  as  recipient  republics,  as  the  Siberian  river  diversion 
controversy  made  clear.  However,  republican  nationalism  may  also  have  a 
negative  impact  on  resource  conservation.  As  Leslie  Dienes  points  out,  the 
peripheral  republics  are  much  weaker  politically  than  the  Russian  Repub¬ 
lic.71  Estonia’s  difficulty  in  preventing  its  northeast  from  becoming  an  eco¬ 
logical  disaster  is  a  case  in  point.  However,  when  the  question  is  not  one  of 
strategic  resources,  the  Great  Russian  members  in  the  cpsu  Politburo  may 
be  reluctant  to  hasten  the  development  of  a  politically  unreliable  region 
and  thus  welcome  the  opportunity  to  soothe  national  consciousness  with 
assistance  in  preserving  a  republican  landmark.  Siberian  development,  for 
example,  presents  far  fewer  political  imponderables  than  the  development 
of  Central  Asia.  The  possibility  cannot  be  excluded  that  Kirgizia  may  see 
the  water  level  of  Lake  Issyk-Kul’  preserved  while  the  extensive  exploita¬ 
tion  of  Siberian  resources  may  render  that  area  an  ecological  wasteland, 
despite  the  best  efforts  of  Soviet  planning  and  research.72 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  visibility  of  an  environmental  or  economic  resource 
may  also  be  an  asset.  Lake  Ohrid  has  both  international  and  national 
recognition.  Within  Yugoslavia,  it  is  viewed  as  a  focal  point  in  both  Mace¬ 
donian  and  Serbian  history  and  thus  commands  special  attention  from  each 
republic’s  political  leadership.  Slovenia,  the  most  industrialized  republic, 
prides  itself  on  having  the  best-administered  environmental  management 
system,  and  it  pioneered  in  agricultural  land-use  regulation.  Serbia  points 
to  Kragujevac,  the  Yugoslav  Detroit,  as  an  example  of  industrial-commu¬ 
nal  cooperation  in  the  construction  of  water  treatment  systems.  While  the 
agreement  on  the  development  of  hydropower  on  the  Drina  and  Moraca 
river  systems  and  the  controversy  over  the  Sava  River  might  seem  to  illus¬ 
trate  the  negative  aspects  of  resource  visibility  from  the  environmental 
point  of  view,  the  outcome  of  the  two  controversies  suggests  that  national 
recognition  of  environmental  value  may  be  one  of  the  most  important 
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factors  in  developing  republican  awareness  of  the  need  for  environmental 
management.  The  decision  on  the  Tara  Dam  was  modified,  and  most  cer¬ 
tainly  a  negotiated  solution  will  end  the  further  pollution  of  the  Sava. 
After  all  the  publicity,  it  is  more  than  likely  that  money  will  be  found  to 
facilitate  the  clean-up  and  that  the  water  law  will  be  revised  to  provide  for 
a  more  independent  monitoring  system.  The  Sava  is  too  valuable  a  re¬ 
source  to  be  let  go. 

The  party  network.  The  third  asset  of  the  republics  and  lower  territorial 
administrations  is  the  horizontal  and  vertical  party  network  that  can  inter¬ 
vene  at  its  own  discretion  in  regional  and  local  affairs.  While  the  or¬ 
ganization  of  industry  is  totally  vertical,  the  party  organization  operates 
horizontally  as  well,  with  a  comparable  party  unit  at  each  level  of  adminis¬ 
tration.  The  party  committee  has  the  right  to  intervene  in  administrative 
matters,  and  party  demands  require  execution  before  the  target  schedules 
of  the  plan.73  Thus  a  community  in  need  of  an  environmental  improvement 
may  be  able  to  obtain  its  goal  through  the  intermediary  of  the  party.  The 
best  example  is  the  city  of  Leningrad. 

The  Leningrad  Gorispolkom  (executive  committee)  had  mobilized  its 
scientists  and  approved  a  construction  plan  for  building  a  dam  and  elimi¬ 
nating  pollution  in  the  Gulf  of  Finland,74  but  the  implementation  of  the 
plan  had  to  await  the  intervention  of  the  chief  party  executive  at  the  highest 
echelon  of  the  Soviet  party  to  obtain  the  necessary  funding.  Similarly,  the 
intervention  of  former  cpsu  cc  Politburo  member  and  first  secretary  of 
the  Kazakhstan  Communist  party,  D.  A.  Kunyaev,  certainly  played  a  criti¬ 
cal  role  in  bringing  Alma-Ata’s  air  pollution  problems  before  the  Soviet 
public,  thereby  forcing  an  “explanation”  from  the  Kazakh  Ministry  of 
Power  and  Electrification.75 

Party  connections  can  obviously  be  used  both  to  promote  and  impede 
an  environmental  cause.  It  was  not  until  S.  R.  Rashidov,  first  secretary  of 
the  Uzbek  Communist  party,  died  (possibly  by  suicide)  that  Siberian  envi¬ 
ronmental  interests  could  come  to  the  fore  and  effectively  speak  for  the 
abandonment  of  the  Siberian  river  diversion  project. 

In  Yugoslavia,  party  intervention  functions  more  obliquely.  One  of  the 
most  important  vehicles  for  party  influence  is  the  Socialist  Alliance. 
Through  the  Socialist  Alliance,  the  party  assures  that  communists  occupy 
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all  key  posts,  both  elected  and  appointed,  including  those  in  the  socio¬ 
political  organizations  grouped  under  the  Alliance  and  in  the  delegate 
system.76  When  a  national  issue  needs  support,  scientists  in  their  profes¬ 
sional  associations  can  contact  influential  communists  in  their  organization. 
These  communists  know  like-minded  colleagues  in  the  other  sociopolitical 
organizations,  and  through  these  contacts  can  mobilize  a  sizable  “lobbying” 
effort.  The  Tara  River  Canyon  represents  the  best  example  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  area  of  the  ability  of  like-minded  party  members  to  coordinate  their 
actions  within  the  organizations  of  the  Alliance.  The  “Save-the-Canyon” 
movement  eventually  involved  the  leadership  of  the  Socialist  Alliance  in  a 
protest  letter  to  the  federal  government  and  the  passage  of  an  Alliance 
resolution  against  the  construction  of  the  dam  at  the  proposed  site. 

In  the  Sava  River  controversy,  proenvironmental  Serbian  party  mem¬ 
bers  in  their  function  as  heads  of  the  Serbian  sociopolitical  organizations 
played  an  important  role  in  generating  political  support  in  the  Serbian 
Assembly  for  a  clean-up  program.  The  result  of  such  pressure  was  the 
establishment  of  a  Committee  of  Inquiry  for  the  Investigation  of  Pollution 
on  the  Iber  and  Sava  rivers  in  January  1985.  Although  the  lcy  has  been 
generally  criticized  for  its  lack  of  interest  in  the  environment,77  the  evi¬ 
dence  suggests  that  there  is  a  growing  core  of  proenvironmental  members 
willing  to  politick  for  a  worthwhile  environmental  cause. 

Political  salience.  The  success  of  Leningrad  and  Moscow  in  securing  capi¬ 
tal  investment  funds  for  environmental  protection  that  are  denied  other 
municipalities  is  directly  related  to  their  political  salience.  Both  cities  not 
only  have  domestic  political  importance,  but  also  are  the  points  of  entry 
for  the  large  majority  of  foreign  visitors  to  the  Soviet  Union.  According  to 
official  statistics,  expenditures  on  the  reconstruction  of  Leningrad’s  sewage 
and  water  treatment  system,  which  had  been  virtually  destroyed  during 
World  War  II,  totaled  906  million  rubles  between  the  mid-1950s  and  1980.78 
In  Moscow,  between  1976  and  1978,  161  million  rubles  were  spent  on 
environmental  protection  out  of  the  city’s  total  planned  expenditure  for  the 
five-year  period  of  235  million  rubles.  Virtually  all  of  the  city’s  capital  in¬ 
vestment  monies  came  from  central  investment  funds.79  A  much  publicized 
achievement  of  the  Tenth  Five-Year  Plan  (1976-1980)  was  the  clean-up  of 
the  Moscow  River  and  the  return  of  fish  life  to  its  waters.  Considerable 
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expense  was  also  incurred  to  improve  both  water  and  air  quality  prior  to 
the  Summer  Olympics  of  1980.80  Investment  in  pollution  control  in  the 
Soviet  capital  for  the  Twelfth  Five-Year  Plan  is  126  percent  higher  than 
during  the  previous  five  years.  While  this  represents  a  slowing  down  from 
environmental  investment  in  the  seventies,81  it  is  still  significant.  From  the 
ecological  point  of  view,  being  the  first  city  of  communism  has  definite 
advantages.  Areas  of  less  political  prominence,  such  as  Chita,  Semipala- 
tinsk,  or  Togliatti,  which  have  severe  pollution  problems,  have  not  been  so 
fortunate. 

Political  value  may  be  even  more  critical  at  the  republican  level,  as 
Estonia  and  Kirgizia  bear  witness.  Politically,  the  Central  Asian  republics 
weigh  more  on  the  nationality  scales  than  little  Estonia.  The  rapid  demo¬ 
graphic  growth  of  these  republics  as  compared  with  the  rest  of  the  Soviet 
Union  has  created  such  a  potentially  explosive  situation  that  some  trade¬ 
off  to  satisfy  national  demands  is  essential.  The  logic  of  Great  Russian 
supremacy  militates  against  the  intensive  industrialization  of  Central  Asia, 
or  the  concentration  of  economic  effort  in  the  Ukraine.82  The  environment 
doubtless  represents  the  least  threatening  trade-off  for  the  maintenance  of 
a  modest  economic  profile.  On  the  other  hand,  as  the  abandonment  of  the 
Siberian  river  diversion  project  indicated.  Great  Russian  hegemony  can 
operate  to  secure  environmental  protection  within  the  Russian  Republic 
borders  while  at  the  same  time  practicing  a  pseudo-colonial  policy  of 
forcing  environmentally  destructive  economic  development  vital  to  national 
security  on  the  peripheral  republics  (Estonia). 

In  Yugoslavia,  political  salience  is  particularly  important  at  the  local 
level.  Environmental  protection  is  clearly  a  matter  of  greater  urgency  for  a 
republican  capital  than  for  less  politically  visible  areas,  and  the  larger  cities 
are  able  to  find  funds  for  pollution  control  projects.  The  contamination  of 
Belgrade’s  water  supply  is  a  national  and  international  scandal.  The  pol¬ 
lution  of  Kosovo’s  rivers  is  not. 

Specific  Yugoslav  assets.  As  semiautonomous  entities,  the  Yugoslav  repub¬ 
lics  exercise  far  more  control  over  information  and  organizational  milieu 
than  their  Soviet  counterparts.  Their  control  over  information  is  well  illus¬ 
trated  by  the  Sava  River  controversy.  Each  of  the  riparian  republics, 
Slovenia,  Croatia,  and  Serbia,  alone  possesses  the  relevant  data  identifying 
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polluters  within  its  territory.  Only  the  republics  have  developed  compre¬ 
hensive  inspection  systems  in  the  areas  of  urban  development,  construc¬ 
tion,  water,  and  public  health.  At  the  local  and  municipal  level,  expanded 
networks  are  found  solely  in  the  major  cities.83  Most  of  the  republics  have 
yet  to  complete  a  full  pollution  inventory,  but  global  figures  are  now  avail¬ 
able  on  waste  treatment,  water  quality,  sewage  discharge  in  the  main  river 
systems,  and  air  quality  in  the  main  urban  areas.84  Croatia,  Serbia,  and 
Slovenia  are  probably  the  most  advanced  in  compiling  pollution  data.  The 
J.  Cerni  Water  Resources  Institute,  for  example,  has  completed  an  authori¬ 
tative  survey  of  Serbian  water  quality  and  catalogued  the  entire  Serbian 
river  system.85  This  kind  of  systematic  monitoring  of  air  and  water  quality 
has  now  spread  to  virtually  all  the  republics.86  The  republic  releases  this 
information  at  its  own  discretion  and  in  consultation  with  the  inspectorates 
of  the  larger  cities  when  a  crisis  occurs.  Only  the  republic  knows  the  full 
extent  of  ambient  pollution  within  its  boundaries,  and  can  identify  the 
point  sources  exceeding  the  legal  emission  levels.  A  republic  may  use  this 
information  to  crack  down  on  polluters  or  to  cover  up  the  extent  of  a  pol¬ 
lution  problem,  but  the  information  is  made  public  only  with  its  approval. 
Information  control  should  not  be  understood  to  be  inclusive.  Republican 
officials  will  be  the  first  to  say  that  they  have  little  data  on  the  actual  cost  of 
pollution  control  to  industrial  and  agricultural  polluters,  the  cost  of  retro¬ 
fitting  pollution  control  devices,  or  the  share  of  construction  costs  necessary 
to  budget  when  building  a  new  project.  They  hope  to  acquire  much  of  this 
information  through  the  recent  requirement  that  factory  management  in¬ 
ventory  pollution  conditions  within  the  plant.  But  at  present,  the  republics 
are  the  largest  repository  of  information  on  environmental  conditions  in 
Yugoslavia. 

The  republican  leaderships  dominate  the  lower  territorial  units  through 
the  practice  of  democratic  centralism  within  the  lcy  and  the  selection  of 
delegate  candidates  through  the  Socialist  Alliance.  A  major  source  of  the 
republics’  control  over  their  organizational  environment  is  their  power  over 
the  public  purse.  If  a  republican  leadership  is  concerned  about  pollution 
within  its  territory,  it  has  far  easier  access  to  external  sources  of  funding 
than  the  locality,  for  it  can  pressure  the  federal  government  to  donate  from 
the  two  republican  funds  and  can  designate  money  from  within  its  own 
resources  to  help  finance  a  project.  The  Serbian  inventory  of  water  quality 
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and  the  Ohrid  water  treatment  system  are  good  examples,  as  is  the  long¬ 
term  project  for  cleaning  up  the  land  devastated  by  the  copper  tailings 
from  the  Bor  Copper  Mine  mentioned  in  chapter  3.  The  present  negative 
state  of  the  Yugoslav  economy  may  not  make  the  funding  of  environmental 
measures  attractive  at  this  time.  However,  in  the  seventies,  many  republics 
were  active  in  antierosion  measures,  reforestation,  and  national  park  de¬ 
velopment.  The  land-use  plan  for  the  Adriatic  coast  was  agreed  upon  at 
that  time.  The  republics  can  use  their  organizational  control  for  positive  or 
negative  environmental  purposes.  The  danger  is  that  perceived  republican 
economic  needs  (the  Tara  River)  or  republican  political  rivalries  (the  Sava) 
will  divert  attention  from  the  implementation  of  the  necessary  environ¬ 
mental  measures. 


Costs  and  Benefits 

So  far,  there  is  no  systematic  information  available  in  most  communist 
countries  on  the  costs  of  pollution  to  local  communities,  regions,  or  the 
country  as  a  whole  either  in  terms  of  environmental  degradation  or  public 
health.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  release  of  this  information  remains  a  matter 
of  national  security,  although  a  great  deal  more  material  is  now  in  the 
public  domain.  In  Yugoslavia,  a  considerable  part  of  the  data  has  yet  to  be 
collected  and,  as  we  saw  earlier,  the  republics  release  what  information 
they  have  when  they  choose  to  do  so.  As  elsewhere  in  the  industrialized 
world,  the  relationship  between  health  and  environmental  conditions  is 
clearly  recognized.  More  will  be  said  on  the  relation  between  pollution  and 
disease  in  chapter  7,  but  a  few  comments  on  national  and  regional  effects 
are  appropriate  here. 

One  seminal  Soviet  study  edited  by  economist  A.  D.  Lebedev  makes 
strong  inferences  about  the  extent  of  environmentally  induced  health  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  USSR,  although  no  figures  are  given.87  In  another  important 
study,  Soviet  economist  L.  G.  Mel’nik  has  estimated  that  the  economic 
loss  attributable  to  the  increase  in  illness  among  the  population  accounts 
for  one  half  of  the  total  economic  loss  due  to  air  pollution.88  In  his  study. 
The  Demographic  Factors  of  Health ,  well-known  demographer  M.  S. 
Bednyi  has  amply  documented  the  important  link  between  public  health 
costs  and  demographic  and  geographic  factors  such  as  population  density, 
migration  flow,  environment,  and  climate.89 
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On  the  regional  level,  a  Novy  mir  roundtable  discussion  on  Siberia  held 
in  the  spring  of  1982  provided  a  particularly  revealing  glimpse  of  the  im¬ 
pact  of  pollution  on  the  population  that  had  migrated  to  Siberia.  “[There 
are  some  regions]  where  we  can  claim  the  highest  per  capita  availability  of 
medical  care  in  the  world,  but  still  the  morbidity  rate  is  extremely  high,  the 
death-rate  rising,  and  the  incidence  of  chronic  illness  growing.  ...  It  is 
apparent  that  our  existing  health-care  model  does  not  always  work,  espe¬ 
cially  in  the  eastern  territories,  where  there  is  a  tremendous  migration  flow, 
vast  economic  projects  that  have  not  been  cleared  for  ecological  soundness 
are  under  way,  and  the  environmental  impact  of  economic  activity  is  espe¬ 
cially  vivid.”90 

At  that  same  conference,  Vlail  Kaznacheyev,  head  of  the  Institute  of 
Clinical  and  Experimental  Medicine  of  the  Siberian  Branch  of  the  USSR 
Academy  of  Sciences,  reported  in  an  extraordinarily  frank  moment  that 
the  rapid  development  of  Siberia’s  natural  resources  had  brought  a  serious 
upsurge  in  genetic  defects  in  newborn  babies.  His  colleague,  V.  Bessonenko 
from  Kuznetsk,  cited  the  effects  of  acid  rain  and  warned  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  “vicious  circle”  that  was  straining  medical  facilities  in  the  heavily 
industrialized  Siberian  regions  (the  Kuzbass,  the  Southern  Krasnoyarsk 
region,  the  Norilsk  area  in  Northern  Siberia).91 

These  comments  are  substantiated  by  official  statistics  on  the  accelerated 
postwar  economic  growth  of  the  regions  east  of  the  Urals.  Between  1940 
and  1975,  the  overall  volume  of  industrial  production  increased  thirty-one 
times  in  the  West  Siberian  economic  region  as  compared  to  a  national 
average  of  seventeen  times.  The  Kuzbass  tic  (territorial  industrial  com¬ 
plex)  alone  produces  33  percertt  of  the  region’s  entire  output,  although 
occupying  only  4  percent  of  the  area.  Its  population  density  of  thirty-one 
persons  per  square  kilometer  is  twice  as  high  as  the  all-union  level.  In  the 
heavily  mined  southwestern  section  of  the  Kemerovo  oblast,  the  fertile 
layer  of  topsoil  that  could  be  used  to  restore  the  thousands  of  acres  of 
coalfields  to  agricultural  production  has  been  largely  destroyed,  and  experts 
estimate  that  38  percent  of  the  fields  will  require  a  long  period  of  recultiva¬ 
tion.92  The  Novosibirsk  Science  Research  Sanitation  Institute  has  estimated 
that  the  accumulation  of  dust,  soot,  and  gas  in  the  air  over  Novokuznetsk 
has  reduced  flow  of  solar  radiation  by  40  percent  or  more.93  The  combina¬ 
tion  of  demographic  and  industrial  pressures  has  strained  an  already  fragile 
ecological  support  system,  and  scientists  have  stressed  the  need  to  deter- 
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mine  the  damage  inflicted  on  the  environment  on  the  basis  of  losses  re¬ 
sulting  from  “the  incapacitation  of  the  population  due  to  unsatisfactory 
ecological  and  hygienic  conditions.”94 

The  Ukraine  has  been  a  special  victim  of  environmental  degradation. 
Scientists  have  warned  of  the  dangers  of  pesticides  as  regards  human  health 
and  agricultural  run-oflf.95  In  1984,  one  of  the  worst  ecological  disasters  in 
the  history  of  the  republic  occurred  when  a  dike  containing  4.5  million 
cubic  meters  of  potassium  waste  ruptured  near  Lvov  and  poured  a  mass  of 
liquid  for  a  distance  of  five  hundred  kilometers  into  the  Dniester  River. 
Large  portions  of  the  population  had  to  be  evacuated,  while  fish  and 
vegetation  were  destroyed  and  water  systems  polluted.96  In  1986  came  the 
Chernobyl  nuclear  catastrophe  with  its  tragic  and  unknown  consequences 
for  human  and  animal  life,  water,  vegetation,  and  soil. 

In  Yugoslavia,  systematic  information  gathering  on  the  cost  of  pollution 
to  cities  and  regions  is  only  just  beginning.  However,  some  basic  facts  are 
known.  Eighty  percent  of  the  agricultural  land  is  eroded,  and  7  percent 
“excessively”  eroded.  Croatia  hosts  about  56.5  million  tourists  annually, 
most  of  these  crowded  onto  the  Adriatic  coast,  creating  a  temporary 
population  density  similar  to  that  of  the  United  Kingdom  or  West  Ger¬ 
many.  Most  of  Yugoslavia’s  river  systems  classify  below  three  on  the  six 
basic  pollutant  measures,  and  all  but  one  have  one  pollutant  classified  as 
“beyond  classification.”97  Too  rapid  urbanization  is  destroying  the  quality 
of  life  in  the  large  cities.  Dr.  Srecan  Mitrovic  of  the  Federal  Social  Planning 
Board  estimates  that  10  percent  of  the  population  in  the  five  largest  cities 
of  Yugoslavia  suffer  from  bronchitis  and  require  treatment.  Using  the  1971 
census  as  his  basis  for  calculation.  Dr.  Mitrovic  interprets  this  figure  to 
mean  that  some  210,400  individuals  receive  medical  care  for  some  respi¬ 
ratory  illness  at  a  minimum  cost  of  16,000  dinars  per  person,  or  an  annual 
cost  to  the  state  of  almost  3.4  billion  dinars.  One  of  the  causes  of  respira¬ 
tory  illness  is  the  automobile.  Dr.  Mitrovic  equates  five  hundred  personal 
cars  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  ten  buses  or  one  metro.  Reasoning  in  these 
terms.  Dr.  Mitrovic  believes  that  the  immediate  high  costs  of  urban  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  can  be  offset  at  least  partially  by  a  short-run  decrease 
in  yearly  payments  to  health  care  (in  1980,  13  percent  of  the  national 
income  was  spent  on  public  services)  and  in  the  long  term  by  an  increas¬ 
ingly  smaller  share  of  contributions  to  health  care  and  improvements  in 
the  quality  of  life  98 
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The  social  benefits  resulting  from  reduced  pollution  are  of  course  directly 
related  to  the  costs:  less  environmental  degradation,  lower  health  care 
costs,  less  crowding  of  medical  facilities,  improved  urban  environments, 
and  better  nutrition  through  less  toxic  food.  In  this  area  as  well,  Soviet 
and  Yugoslav  experts  have  been  active.  Soviet  researchers  are  working  on 
models  to  calculate  the  incremental  benefits  resulting  from  incremental 
increases  in  pollution  control.  One  of  the  most  sophisticated  of  these  was 
developed  by  R.  L.  Raiatskas  and  V.  P.  Sutkaitis."  (See  chapter  6.)  Such 
research  is  indicative  of  the  importance  party  and  government  leaders  are 
beginning  to  attach  to  the  cost-benefit  factor  in  the  environment-economic- 
social  equation. 

The  individual  benefits  accruing  to  regional  officials  from  environmental 
vigilance  are  less  obvious.  Clearly,  economic  success  promotes  personal 
and  regional  prestige  the  most.  Negotiations  over  regional  plan  targets 
focus  on  economic  projects  and  new  investments,  not  pollution  control.  In 
the  USSR,  there  is  severe  interrepublican  competition  for  central  invest¬ 
ment  funds  for  resource  and  industrial  development:  for  Siberian  coal  ver¬ 
sus  Donbas  coal,  for  agricultural  development  in  Siberia  or  in  Central 
Asia,  for  investment  in  old  industrial  regions  with  aging  plants  as  opposed 
to  new  plants  in  Central  Asia  with  its  large  population.  Should  develop¬ 
ment  be  directed  toward  easily  transportable  energy  sources  and  materials 
requiring  no  processing  that  can  be  immediately  used  in  the  west,  or  toward 
the  creation  of  a  more  independent  economic  entity  in  the  east? 100  There 
is  little  in  this  competition  that  speaks  of  environmental  protection.  In 
Yugoslavia,  the  selection  of  plan  priorities  is  a  highly  sensitive  bargaining 
process  between  the  republics  and  industry.101  Industries  are  not  interested 
in  investing  in  unprofitable  ventures,  including  environmental  projects. 
Bonuses  and  recognition  in  both  countries  come  from  showing  economic 
growth  at  home. 

The  environmental  factor  in  regional  and  municipal  thinking  would  seem 
to  become  critical  only  when  it  becomes  visible  in  social  costs  or  becomes 
a  weapon  in  the  competition  for  national  ascendency.  An  Armenian  repub¬ 
lican  official  may  appropriately  show  solidarity  with  his  nation  by  deploring 
the  classification  of  the  republic  on  an  all-union  scale  as  a  “zone  of  high 
potential  for  atmospheric  pollution.” 102  There  is  an  even  greater  personal 
(political)  benefit  to  be  derived  from  the  promotion  of  environmental  issues 
associated  with  the  national  culture:  witness  Kunyaev’s  stance  in  Alma- 
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Ata.  The  list  of  the  peripheral  republics’  demands  for  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  for  their  national  landmarks  is  ever  increasing:  Lake  Sevan  in  Ar¬ 
menia,  Lake  Issyk-Kul’  in  Kirgizia,  Kissyl  Kum  Desert  in  Kazakhstan,  the 
Kara  Deg  Volcano  in  the  Ukraine.103  In  Yugoslavia,  Serbia’s  indignation 
over  the  level  of  pollution  in  the  Sava  River  illustrates  how  an  environ¬ 
mental  grievance  in  the  hydra  can  be  used  to  promote  public  solidarity 
with  a  republican  leadership.  In  each  system,  officials  evidently  believe 
they  stand  to  gain  more  than  they  lose  in  personal  prestige  when  they  can 
transform  an  environmental  matter  into  a  national  crusade. 

In  both  countries,  the  relation  of  local  officials  to  environmental  issues  is 
more  direct  than  that  of  their  republican  superiors.  Since  local  officials  are 
required  by  law  to  bring  polluters  to  punishment  and  to  improve  their 
community’s  quality  of  life,  the  community  has  the  right  to  make  demands 
in  these  areas.  We  may  only  imagine  the  demands  made  on  local  officials 
in  those  communities  affected  by  radioactive  fallout  from  Chernobyl.  In 
Bratsk,  air  pollution  from  the  city’s  giant  pulp  and  aluminum  mills,  the 
largest  in  the  USSR,  forced  the  city  to  resettle  two  entire  residential  areas 
at  a  cost  of  50  million  rubles  per  resettlement.104  A  Pravda  correspondent 
gave  a  lurid  description  of  a  “thick  black  plume”  hanging  over  the  highway 
between  Ulan-ude  and  Irkutsk  in  central  Siberia  and  cited  1,600  uncon¬ 
trolled  sources  of  air  pollution  in  Chita  Province  alone.  Motor  vehicle 
emission  was  described  as  the  second  major  contributor  to  a  situation 
which  the  windless  Arctic  weather  for  many  months  of  the  year  had  made 
that  much  worse.105  At  election  time,  voters  may  send  mandates  to  the 
deputies  requesting  action  on  problems  that  concern  them.  A  review  of 
published  mandates  in  Leningrad  from  1970  to  1980  found  that  a  sur¬ 
prising  number  of  them  addressed  environmental  matters:  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  a  park,  the  planting  of  flowers,  the  preservation  of  trees.  In  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  residents  in  Subotica  and  Sarajevo  and  on  Vir  Island  pressured 
their  local  governments  to  take  proenvironmental  action.  Health  officers  in 
Zagreb,  Ljubljana,  and  Belgrade  have  had  to  answer  innumerable  com¬ 
plaints  about  air  pollution,  data  on  which  are  published  daily  in  the 
newspapers. 

Even  though  neither  the  Soviet  nor  Yugoslav  local  officials  are  freely 
elected,  they  nonetheless  represent  a  constituency.  They  alone  see  the  con¬ 
sequences  of  pollution,  yet  must  deal  realistically  with  local  polluting  en- 
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terprises.  They  must  also  be  practical  in  interpreting  the  financial  limita¬ 
tions  imposed  upon  them.  Caught  between  these  two  millstones,  local 
leaders  in  both  countries  must  be  prudent  in  their  response  to  a  local 
environmental  problem.  To  clash  with  industry  is  to  threaten  economic 
development,  and  their  own  careers.  To  fail  to  prosecute  or  to  insist  on  a 
necessary  environmental  action  can  result  in  a  public  health  catastrophe 
that  might  also  prove  fatal  to  their  future. 


Strategies 

Given  the  severe  structural  restraints,  the  Soviet  territorial  administra¬ 
tions,  like  the  environmental  agencies,  have  chosen  strategies  based  on  the 
regulatory  principle.  The  lower  organs  have  attempted  to  modify  existing 
regulations  by  manipulating  the  political  and  communication  networks.  In 
Yugoslavia,  the  more  independent  position  of  the  territorial  administra¬ 
tions  has  encouraged  the  development  of  strategies  appropriate  between 
equals. 

Policy  input.  Since  the  1965  recentralization  of  economic  decisionmaking, 
the  Soviet  republics  are  no  longer  direct  participants  in  the  basic  environ¬ 
mental  decisions.  Their  changed  circumstances  have  led  them  to  develop 
strategies  to  retain  control  over  their  internal  organization  through  the 
tightening  up  of  internal  controls  and  the  manipulation  of  their  external 
environment. 

During  the  seventies  and  early  eighties,  many  of  the  republics  adopted 
stricter  and/or  more  comprehensive  regulations  in  those  environmental 
areas  that  were  most  critical  to  them.  In  1979,  Estonia  decided  to  put  10 
percent  of  its  land  area  into  its  state  nature  conservation  program,  more 
than  doubling  the  size  of  the  land  area  in  the  program  at  the  beginning 
of  the  decade.106  Armenia,107  Lithuania,108  Kazakhstan,109  Latvia,110  and 
Georgia111  all  passed  “additional  measures”  aimed  at  tightening  up  the 
enforcement  of  regulations.  Latvia,  for  example,  changed  the  wording  of 
its  Criminal  Code  regarding  criminal  liability  for  water  and  air  pollution. 
Lormerly,  an  enterprise  or  organization  was  liable  if  pollution  had  occurred 
under  specific  conditions  such  as  dumping  or  runoff  of  untreated  water. 
The  current  wording  stipulates  criminal  liability  if  it  can  be  shown  that 
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pollution  could  or  has  occurred  through  any  action  of  the  polluter,  regard¬ 
less  of  the  pollution  source. 

Another  strategy  has  been  the  use  of  republican  environmental  com¬ 
mittees  to  coordinate  and  supervise  the  implementation  of  republican  en¬ 
vironmental  regulations.  More  republics  appear  to  be  turning  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  system,  and  the  rsfsr  is  now  considering  following  the  example  of 
the  peripheral  republics  and  setting  up  a  committee  of  its  own.  The  Russian 
Republic  is  further  weighing  the  advantages  of  drawing  up  one  republican¬ 
wide  environmental  protection  plan  to  counteract  the  lack  of  coordination 
in  republican  environmental  planning  caused  by  the  branch  ministries’ 
control  of  the  planning  process.112 

The  republics  may  also  turn  to  the  mass  media  to  attract  national  atten¬ 
tion.  Lake  Issyk-Kul’  is  one  example.  In  Kazakhstan,  the  press  has  been 
particularly  energetic  in  publicizing  pollution  problems  within  the  republic, 
particularly  air  pollution  over  Alma-Ata  and  the  mining  district  of  Ekiba- 
stuz  and  the  degradation  of  Kazak  rivers.  Not  that  press  reports  reveal  all 
the  details.  Ekibastuz  and  the  Donbas  coal  region  may  well  be  the  most 
polluted  areas  of  the  Soviet  Union.113  One  article  cited  the  Ekibastuz  Terri¬ 
torial  Industrial  Complex  as  the  major  polluter.  According  to  the  writer, 
45  percent  of  the  burned  fuel  escaping  from  the  Complex’s  stacks  entered 
the  atmosphere  as  dust  and  “poisonous  fumes,  creating  a  considerable  local 
health  hazard.”114  However,  the  reader  is  not  told  the  nature  of  the  health 
hazard,  its  extent,  or  the  number  of  persons  affected.  The  republics  can 
also  use  the  press  to  hide  the  extent  of  pollution.  An  article  on  Ekibastuz 
published  in  the  same  paper  a  month  and  a  half  earlier  makes  no  mention 
of  air  pollution  and  praises  the  miners  for  their  high  productivity.115  But 
the  prime  case  is  Estonia,  where  officials  of  the  government  have  utilized 
press  interviews  and  public  speeches  deliberately  to  cover  up  the  republic’s 
environmental  difficulties.116  When  the  Estonian  vice-minister  for  the  envi¬ 
ronment  was  interviewed  by  the  Swedish  press  in  1980,  he  did  not  deny 
the  problem  caused  by  phosphorus  and  oil  shale  mining,  but  chose  to  gloss 
over  it  and  concentrate  on  the  republic’s  record  in  the  area  of  wild  animal 
and  fish  conservation! 117 

Perhaps  the  most  effective  input  strategy  is  to  activate  the  party  net¬ 
work.  Once  again,  Kazakhstan  is  a  case  in  point.  One  could  argue  that  the 
republic’s  relatively  frank  publication  of  negative  environmental  informa- 
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tion  may  be  directly  linked  to  republican  party  influence  at  the  top  echelons 
of  the  Soviet  leadership.  To  give  added  political  clout  to  an  environmental 
regulation,  the  republican  councils  of  ministers,  like  the  Georgian  and 
Armenian  councils  in  1979, 118  secure  the  participation  of  the  republican 
party  central  committee  and  pass  a  joint  resolution.  As  this  chapter  has 
argued,  the  party’s  horizontal  intervention  either  to  help  or  hinder  a  specific 
republican  environmental  action  may  be  vital  to  the  success  of  a  republic’s 
environmental  protection  effort. 

Local  leaders  obtain  their  most  important  environmental  objectives 
through  recourse  to  the  same  strategies.  This  study  has  presented  ample 
evidence  of  an  increasing  tendency  for  local  officials,  like  their  republican 
counterparts,  to  use  the  press  to  publicize  local  environmental  problems: 
auto  and  air  pollution  in  Erevan,  air  pollution  in  Alma-Ata,  pollution  of 
rivers  in  the  Urals,  or  air  pollution  in  Siberian  cities.  Just  as  in  the  repub¬ 
lics,  the  information  disseminated  may  be  both  positive  or  negative,  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  desired  objective.  Leningrad  was  successful  in  exploiting 
its  party  connections  to  obtain  the  necessary  funding  to  build  the  dam  in 
the  Gulf  of  Finland.  Significantly,  approval  of  the  dam  project  was  in  the 
form  of  a  joint  decree  by  the  cpsu  cc  and  the  USSR  Council  of  Minis¬ 
ters.119  The  input  of  the  environmental  committees  in  reviewing  develop¬ 
ment  projects  should  also  not  be  overlooked.  That  the  work  of  the  local 
environmental  committees  in  the  Baikal  area  was  recently  singled  out  for 
national  recognition  suggests  that  someone  in  the  central  leadership  may 
be  following  the  performance  of  these  organs  closely.  The  Izvestiia  report 
particularly  stressed  the  “support”  given  to  the  committee  in  its  promotion 
of  environmental  goals  by  local  party  organs  and  officials,  especially  the 
district  party  committee  ( raikom )  first  secretary.120 

The  relation  between  an  environmental  issue,  the  publication  of  infor¬ 
mation  about  it,  and  the  politics  leading  to  publication  is  an  area  where 
much  research  has  yet  to  be  done.  This  chapter  insists  that  the  relation  is 
critical  to  effective  environmental  action  at  both  the  republican  and  local 
levels,  that  the  territorial  administrations  recognize  it  as  such,  and  that 
they  have  deliberately  designed  strategies  to  exploit  it  for  their  own  goals, 
whether  these  be  proenvironmental  or  not.  Given  party  control  over  the 
mass  media,  one  can  only  assume  that  extensive  media  exposure  of  a  pol¬ 
lution  problem  in  a  given  locality  reflects  party  intervention.  The  culprit  is 
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not  always  the  central  ministry.  We  have  cited  numerous  examples  where 
local  officials  were  also  publicly  exposed.  The  party  may  choose  to  inter¬ 
vene  against  the  local  administration,  or,  as  in  Estonia,  not  to  intervene  at 
all.  An  accurate  assessment  of  republican  and  local  input  into  environ¬ 
mental  decisionmaking  requires  more  knowledge  than  we  now  have  about 
the  conditions  of  party  intervention  in  a  local  environmental  issue  and  the 
politics  behind  the  airing  of  the  issue  in  the  press. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  republics  are  the  legislators.  Each  passes  laws  in  the 
areas  of  greatest  importance  to  it  or  agrees  to  abide  by  corresponding 
federal  or,  in  the  case  of  the  autonomous  provinces,  republican  legislation. 
In  the  Yugoslav  hydra,  the  collective  decisionmaking  process  seems  to  en¬ 
hance  the  propensity  of  semiautonomous  bureaucracies  to  dissipate  energies 
and  deflect  goals.121  Each  republic  jealously  guards  its  exclusive  jurisdic¬ 
tional  prerogatives  at  the  expense  of  standardization  of  methodology  and 
cooperation  in  environmental  problem-solving.  We  have  described  one  at¬ 
tempt  to  surmount  legislative  compartmentalization  in  the  formation  of 
the  League  of  siz-a  for  Water  Management.  However,  the  establishment 
of  an  organization  and  its  ability  to  carry  out  concrete  activities  are  two 
very  different  operations.  One  example  will  suffice. 

In  1977,  a  federal  law  on  standardization  in  the  areas  of  planning  and 
construction  was  passed.  The  1980-1985  Social  Plan  called  for  implemen¬ 
tation  of  the  law  through  the  development  of  nationwide  standards  in  envi¬ 
ronmental  methodology  and  permissible  levels  of  pollution.  At  the  present 
writing,  these  standards  are  only  in  the  discussion  stage.  The  slowness 
in  the  adoption  of  environmental  standards  may  stem  from  republican 
caution.  Economics  is  a  prime  consideration.  Slovenia  has  been  a  leader  in 
urging  stricter  standards,  particularly  as  regards  extending  credit  to  new 
industrial  development  without  including  adequate  pollution  control  mea¬ 
sures  in  the  project  design.122  Many  republics  prefer  less  costly  development 
with  a  minimum  of  environmental  controls.  In  the  process  of  its  develop¬ 
ment,  Kosovo  has  exercised  virtually  no  control  over  pollution  in  the 
development  of  its  waterways.  Given  the  requirement  for  consensus,  stan¬ 
dardization  is  likely  to  tend  toward  a  minimum  rather  than  a  maximum 
value.  The  higher  value  will  rouse  the  opposition  of  the  poorer  republics 
against  the  rich,  which  can  “afford  the  luxury”  of  environmental  controls. 
On  their  part,  the  richer  republics  have  shown  increasing  reluctance  to 
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contribute  more  money  to  the  development  of  the  poorer  republics,  which 
as  was  shown  above  constitutes  a  substantial  portion  of  their  contributions 
to  the  federal  budget  and  from  which,  if  Kosovo  is  any  example,  they 
believe  they  have  derived  little  benefit.  Under  the  existing  conditions  of 
self-management,  the  collective  effort  to  standardize  environmental  meth¬ 
odology,  technology,  and  norms  has  become  transformed  from  an  objective 
technological  problem  into  a  highly  volatile  political  issue.123 

Second,  collective  decisionmaking  by  autonomous  political  entities  en¬ 
genders  a  marked  reluctance  to  commit  one’s  own  resources  for  an  uncer¬ 
tain  venture.  The  Sava  and  Neretva  river  agreements  are  examples  where 
common  interest  in  principle  exists,  but  where  the  uncertainty  of  the  imple¬ 
mentation  process  discourages  the  signatory  republics  from  venturing  the 
resources  necessary  to  carry  out  the  agreement.  It  is  far  easier  to  commit 
oneself  to  a  symbolic  proposal  than  to  put  into  operation  a  program  de¬ 
manding  the  contribution  of  financial  and  material  means  from  one’s  own 
pocket.  The  Una  River  agreement  is  a  case  where  negotiations  broke  down 
because  of  the  actors’  refusal  to  venture  an  uncertain  future. 

Third,  the  risks  involved  in  collective  decisionmaking  by  semiautono- 
mous  units  encourage  the  deflection  of  goals  from  the  main  purpose.  Once 
again,  the  Sava  River  agreement  is  instructive.  No  doubt  the  Serbian  press 
played  up  the  pollution  of  Belgrade’s  water  supply  and  the  fact  that  the 
source  of  pollution  manifestly  lay  upstream.  But  the  real  issue  was  politi¬ 
cal,  not  environmental.  The  ease  with  which  the  republics  have  entered 
into  some  environmental  agreements  and  the  slowness  with  which  these 
have  been  implemented  should  not  be  taken  as  a  criticism  of  self-manage¬ 
ment  per  se.  As  Bardach  notes,  agreeing  first  and  implementing  later 
constitute  standard  administrative  behavior.124  Stojanovic  stresses  the  im¬ 
portance  of  timing  and  picking  one’s  partners  during  negotiations  on  the 
five-year  plan.125  Because  each  republic  is  in  control  of  its  own  resources,  it 
must  adopt  a  strategy  of  caution  and  remain  the  “odd  man  out”  until  it  can 
be  assured  that  commitment  will  benefit  all  its  interests:  political,  economic, 
and  social,  as  well  as  environmental. 

Communes  must  also  commit  their  own  resources.  However,  since  they 
are  secondary  rather  than  primary  decisionmakers,  they  must  adjust  their 
strategies  to  conform  to  both  vertical  and  horizontal  realities.  As  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  Ohrid  land-use  plan  illustrates,  one  strategy  to  reduce  future 
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uncertainty  is  to  mobilize  and  commit  external  resources:  republican,  fed¬ 
eral,  and,  where  possible,  international.  A  second  specifies  the  extent  of 
local  resource  commitment.  Given  the  intensity  of  outside  pressure,  the 
towns  around  the  lake  knew  that  they  would  eventually  have  to  agree. 
To  avoid  overcommitment,  they  had  the  amount  of  resources  demanded 
of  them  spelled  out.  The  Ohrid  plan,  however,  also  bears  the  “symbolic” 
regulatory  aspects  of  the  Sava  and  Neretva  agreements.  The  first  stage 
alone  has  been  initiated,  while  the  others  have  merely  been  approved  in 
principle.  Even  the  land-use  plan  may  turn  out  to  be  without  real  sub¬ 
stance.  The  towns  have  already  begun  to  “revise”  it  by  permitting  subdivi¬ 
sions  of  land  into  smaller  parcels  than  were  originally  stipulated  for  second 
home  development. 

Finally,  successful  opstini  projects,  like  the  draining  of  Lake  Palic  and 
the  construction  of  the  water  treatment  system  at  Sarajevo  prior  to  the 
1984  Winter  Olympics,  indicate  that  towns  may  prefer  one-shot  akcije 
(actions)  to  long-term  schemes.  Commitment  is  easier  to  secure  when  its 
termination  date  is  known.  The  Una  River  agreement  compelled  the  opstini 
to  make  a  permanent  and  hence  indefinite  commitment  with  regard  to 
their  economic  future.  Furthermore,  unlike  the  Ohrid  plan,  there  was  no 
second  or  third  agreement  stage  in  which  negotiation,  bargaining,  and 
changes  would  be  possible.  A  “wild  river”  ruled  out  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  and  it  was  not  clear  that  tourism  could  provide  the  requisite  opstini 
income.  In  short,  when  making  an  environmental  decision,  both  the  re¬ 
publican  and  local  governments  prefer  regulations  which  relativize  com¬ 
mitment  and  leave  them  alternative  options  or  loopholes. 

The  implementation  phase.  In  both  countries,  the  strategies  of  implemen¬ 
tation  carry  over  from  those  of  the  policy  input  phase.  In  the  Soviet  Union, 
we  have  seen  how  republics  (Kirgizia),  regions  (Siberia),  and  municipali¬ 
ties  (Leningrad  and  Moscow)  play  on  the  exclusivity  of  their  particular 
resources  to  attract  implementation  funds.  The  lower  territorial  units  may 
also  utilize  party  contacts  (Romanov  and  Kunyaev)  for  the  same  purpose. 
When  they  wish  to,  they  may  publicize  the  failures  of  industry  to  comply 
with  the  law  or  upbraid  environmental  officials  for  their  laxity  in  enforcing 
the  law.  They  may  publish  glowing  pictures  of  model  regions  as  did  the 
local  party  apparat  of  Kemerovo  oblast.126  Or  they  may  fault  their  own 
citizens  for  improper  use  of  environmental  resources,  as  the  Central  Asian 
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republics  have  faulted  the  way  in  which  local  farmers  and  herdmen  have 
used  the  irrigation  system.127  Since  implementation  is  the  continuation  of 
interbureaucracy  negotiation,  the  “party  card,”  natural  resource  assets, 
nationalism,128  and  mass  media  access  may  be  traded  off  against  demands 
for  enforcement  or  laxity  in  carrying  out  the  regulatory  mandate.  But 
nationalism,  as  we  have  seen,  is  an  uncertain  strategy,  which  pays  off  for 
some  republics  (Kirgizia)  and  not  for  others  (Armenia,  Estonia).  In  Geor¬ 
gia,  the  enterprises  under  the  central  branch  ministries  continue  to  pour 
raw  sewage  into  the  Black  Sea,  in  defiance  of  all  regulations  and  official 
protest.129 

In  Yugoslavia,  implementation  is  a  continuation  of  the  negotiation  pro¬ 
cess  initiated  by  legislation  or  original  compact.  The  strategies  of  imple¬ 
mentation  are  virtually  identical  to  those  of  the  policy  input  stage  except 
that  regulation  is  no  longer  a  matter  of  principle,  but  the  commitment  of 
real  resources.  Under  these  conditions,  delaying  strategies  become  particu¬ 
larly  important.  Local  communities  may  pass  more  regulations:  witness 
the  800  regulations  governing  pollution  of  the  Sava,  air  pollution  regula¬ 
tions  in  Skopje,  and  the  multiple  regulations  protecting  the  Adriatic.  Or 
they  may  put  off  having  to  make  an  unpalatable  decision  by  calling  for 
more  consultants  and  more  studies,  as  did  the  town  outside  of  Belgrade 
with  the  polluting  cement  plant.  Finally,  a  local  administration  may  adopt 
a  strategy  of  nonaction,  as  appears  to  be  the  case  in  Rijeka,  which  con¬ 
tinues  to  pour  its  untreated  sewage  into  the  Adriatic.  The  application  of 
republican,  federal,  or  international  pressure  to  force  the  communities  to 
the  appropriate  environmental  action  has  only  been  partially  successful. 
Ohrid  is  one  example;  the  agreement  on  the  protection  of  the  Adriatic, 
another.  Although  the  coastal  communities  have  adopted  an  environmental 
protection  plan  that  divides  the  Adriatic  coast  into  three  administrative 
zones  and  provides  for  a  host  of  pollution  control  measures,  local  commu¬ 
nities  vary  in  the  severity  with  which  they  choose  to  adhere  to  the  regula¬ 
tions,  and  pollution  increases.130 


Conclusion 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  territorial  administrations  become  the  victims  of  the 
branch  decisionmaking  taking  place  at  the  top  of  the  hierarchy  where  the 
special  relationship  between  the  party  leadership  and  industry  assigns  en- 
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vironmental  considerations  a  backseat.  To  overcome  their  disadvantage, 
the  lower  territorial  units  attempt  to  manipulate  that  part  of  the  regulatory 
process  under  their  jurisdiction.  Their  success  has  been  relative  to  their 
ability  to  exploit  indigenous  economic,  environmental,  and  political  assets. 
In  Yugoslavia,  by  contrast,  the  republican  and  opstini  administrations  are 
their  own  environmental  victims.  While  the  Yugoslav  territorial  adminis¬ 
trations  have  a  somewhat  greater  margin  of  liberty  in  resource  allocation 
than  their  Soviet  counterparts,  this  chapter  has  shown  that  there  is  a 
marked  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  republics  and  opstini  to  undertake 
environmental  objectives,  because  economic  decisions  are  central  to  the 
maintenance  of  party  supremacy. 

In  the  last  analysis,  the  overriding  structural  constraint  on  the  ability  of 
the  territorial  administrations  in  both  countries  to  develop  and  implement 
effective  environmental  policies  is  the  special  relationship  of  the  single  party 
with  the  economy.  In  the  centipede,  the  territorial  administrations  become 
secondary  institutions  like  the  environmental  agencies,  deriving  their  free¬ 
dom  of  action  from  the  regulatory  principle,  which  they  can  only  manipu¬ 
late  within  the  constraints  of  central  party  and  ministerial  dominance.  In 
the  hydra,  the  republics  exploit  the  regulatory  principle  to  strengthen  and 
expand  their  already  substantial  structural  independence.  There  is  a  temp¬ 
tation  to  believe  that  Yugoslav  environmental  regulation  is  more  symbolic 
than  real.  Under  current  conditions  of  self-management,  the  existence  of 
autonomous  territorial  entities  must  be  considered  more  of  an  environ¬ 
mental  liability  than  the  domination  of  the  Soviet  environmental  policy 
process  by  the  central  party  and  ministerial  organs.  If  the  choice  is  to 
control  pollution  by  regulation  and  not  by  economic  incentive,  some  stan¬ 
dardization  in  terms  of  regulation  and  enforcement  is  necessary,  as  a  way 
of  compelling  the  various  Yugoslav  territorial  units  to  uphold  their  own 
laws  and  agreements. 
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With  the  specialized  elites1  we  come  to  the  first  group  of  those  labeled 
“outsiders”  in  chapter  I.  In  one  sense,  this  label  is  misleading.  The  relation¬ 
ship  of  the  specialists  to  the  policymakers  in  communist  one-party  systems 
differs  little  from  that  of  Western  professionals  to  their  governments.  Both 
have  won  their  privileged  advisory  position  through  the  application  of  the 
regulatory  principle.  In  no  country  do  experts  actually  make  the  environ¬ 
mental  policy  decisions,  but  in  every  country  they  play  a  key  role  in  the 
formulation  of  policy  options.  In  this  advisory  capacity,  experts  are  at  one 
and  the  same  time  “outsiders”  privy  to  the  councils  of  the  decisionmakers 
and  “insiders”  responsible  for  providing  the  scientific  and  technical  know¬ 
how  without  which  environmental  policy  cannot  be  made. 

Structural  and  Regulatory  Constraints 

Soviet  and  Yugoslav  experts  share  the  same  structural  relation  to  policy¬ 
making  as  their  Western  colleagues  in  that  virtually  all  are  employees 
working  through  large  bureaucracies.  The  constraints  on  Soviet  and  Yugo¬ 
slav  experts,  therefore,  may  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  on  Western 
environmental  specialists.  In  a  provocative  article,  Schnaiberg  identifies 
the  chief  among  these:  the  necessity  for  expertise  in  environmental  solu¬ 
tions,  the  continued  fragmented  social  organization  of  science  resulting  in 
a  division  between  scientific  labor  and  power,  and  the  control  of  access  to 
communication.2  These  constraints  are  magnified  by  the  structural  charac¬ 
teristics  of  the  centipede  and  hydra  one-party  systems. 
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The  necessity  for  expertise  in  environmental  solutions.  Experts  play  a  role 
in  policymaking  in  direct  proportion  to  a  society’s  level  of  modernization.3 
Expertise  alone  is  able  to  reduce  the  uncertainty  generated  by  the  accelera¬ 
tion  of  the  rate  of  social  and  economic  change  when  technology  is  applied 
to  society.4  Wolchik’s  research  substantiates  the  ever-increasing  importance 
Soviet  and  East  European  scholars  attribute  to  the  harnessing  of  what  the 
Soviets  have  termed  the  “scientific-technological  revolution”  (str)  to  eco¬ 
nomic  development.5  The  interdisciplinary  team  appointed  in  the  early 
1960s  by  the  Czechoslovak  Communist  party  to  study  the  relation  of  the 
str  to  Czechoslovakia’s  economic  future  concluded  that  expert  knowledge 
was  essential  for  rational  policymaking  and  called  for  measures  to  promote 
the  development  of  specialized  expert  cadres.6  From  the  Brezhnev  era  to 
the  present,  the  economic  strategy  of  the  Soviet  leadership  has  been  to 
combine  the  theoretically  superior  advantages  of  the  Soviet  centralized 
planning  system  with  the  best  aspects  of  the  str.7  In  the  words  of  Mijet 
Sukovic,  the  vice-president  of  Yugoslavia’s  Federal  Chamber,  “Without 
science,  Yugoslavia  has  no  future.”8 

The  utility  of  experts  in  environmental  problem-solving  appears  to  have 
greater  acceptance  among  decisionmakers  everywhere  than  in  other  issue 
areas,9  possibly  because  environmental  issues  are  such  newcomers  to  the 
political  scene.  Articles  16  and  17  of  the  1977  Soviet  Constitution  make 
specific  reference  to  the  role  of  science  in  environmental  control.  In  both 
the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia,  the  succession  of  legal  and  administra¬ 
tive  attempts  to  improve  environmental  protection  suggests  that  the  leaders 
are  less  dogmatic  and  more  open  in  their  approach  to  environmental 
management  options  than  in  their  approach  to  purely  economic  questions 
where  official  orthodoxy  has  ruled.  During  the  last  two  decades  the  Soviet 
Union  has  created  a  core  of  environmental  scientists  and  experts  in  related 
fields  to  administer  and  advise  on  environmental  topics.  Nolting  and  Fesh- 
bach  estimate  the  percent  of  Soviet  environmental  natural  scientists  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  total  number  of  scientists  employed  in  research  and  development 
to  be  3.1  percent,  or  slightly  higher  than  the  share  of  American  environ¬ 
mental  scientists  among  the  total  number.10  In  Yugoslavia,  graduated  scien¬ 
tists  in  natural  science  and  mathematics  employed  in  the  economy  made 
up  almost  16  percent  of  the  total  number  of  employed  scientists  in  1980, 
while  natural  science  and  mathematic  research  organizations  represented 
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close  to  12  percent  of  the  total.  Between  1954  and  1980  Yugoslavia’s  spe¬ 
cialized  schools  graduated  a  total  of  37,324  specialists  in  agriculture,  for¬ 
estry,  animal  husbandry,  and  food  production.11  While  these  figures  do 
not  indicate  how  many  were  actually  employed  in  environmentally  related 
research,  it  should  be  noted  that  research  workers  in  the  natural  sciences 
and  mathematics  constitute  the  largest  proportion  of  research  workers  out¬ 
side  of  those  in  the  technical  sciences  (which  represented  over  50  percent 
of  all  research  scientists).  Both  countries,  therefore,  share  the  Western  ex¬ 
perience  of  having  created  a  nucleus  of  specialists  to  provide  expertise  in  a 
subject  matter  where  twenty  years  ago  a  scientific  discipline  per  se  hardly 
existed  and  where  few  social  scientists  were  working. 

Finally,  as  elsewhere  in  the  industrialized  world,  the  last  two  decades 
have  seen  the  environment  move  onto  the  public  agenda,  largely  as  a  result 
of  the  findings  of  scientists.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  seminal  environmental 
debate  in  the  mass  _media_ over  the  future  of  Lake  Baikal  was  generated 
and  carried  forward  by  scientists,12  At  about  the  same  time,  scientific  con¬ 
cern  over  the  mounting  evidence  of  pollution,  specialist  participation  at  the 
Stockholm  Conference,  and  the  growth  of  the  American  environmental 
movement  created  a  political  climate  in  Yugoslavia  favorable  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  environmental  problems.  The  mid-seventies  saw  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  environmental  advisory  committees  attached  to  the  executive 
at  all  levels  of  government.  In  1976,  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection 
and  the  Improvement  of  the  Environment  brought  out  the  first  issue  of 
Covek  i  zivotna  sredina  (Man  and  the  Environment),  a  scientific  journal 
devoted  exclusively  to  environmental  issues.  As  in  the  West,  environmen¬ 
tal  issues  became  the  focus  in  both  countries  of  public  discussion  on  the 
relationship  between  science,  public  policy,  and  the  quality  of  life. 

At  the  present  time,  then,  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  environmental  experts 
find  themselves  in  a  particularly  advantageous  position  to  influence  the 
politics  of  environmental  management.  They  do  so  from  the  vantage  points 
of  specialized  institutes  set  up  for  the  purpose  of  investigating  specific 
environmental  issues,  whence  they  are  called  upon  for  advice  and  consul¬ 
tation  concerning  policy  proposals  and  for  research  and  analysis  during 
policy  implementation. 

The  fragmented  organization  of  environmental  expertise.  The  fragmented 
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social  organization  of  scientific  study  is  not  unique  to  one-party  systems. 
In  the  United  States,  the  compartmentalization  of  science  has  been  rein¬ 
forced  by  the  flow  of  funding  to  technology  production  research  in  scientific 
areas  that  have  specific  industrial  applications.13  The  Soviet  Union  and 
Yugoslavia  are  experiencing  similar  and  perhaps  more  severe  difficulties 
due  to  the  distinctive  organization  of  science  in  the  two  countries. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  environmental  expertise  is  organized  under  specific 
central  institutions  and  performed  by  specially  authorized  organs  (see 
chapter  3).  Expertise  in  drafting  long-term  directives  for  environmental 
protection  and  rational  resource  use  and  annual  economic  and  social  plans 
is  located  in  the  lead  environmental  control  organs:  Goskomgidromet, 
Minvodkhoz,  the  State  Agro-Industrial  Committee,  and  the  Ministry  of 
Geology.  Expertise  in  environmental  planning  on  a  territorial  basis  is 
vested  in  Gosplan  and  its  regional  subdivisions,  the  republican  council  of 
ministers,  and  the  planning  committees  of  the  local  soviets  and  local  envi¬ 
ronmental  agents  in  the  cities  and  large  industrial  centers.14 

Expertise  in  urban  planning  and  construction  design  for  cities  and  other 
large  population  centers  is  provided  by  the  planning  and  construction  de¬ 
sign  research  organs  of  Gosstroi  and  the  relevant  research  institutes  of  air, 
water,  and  other  health-related  problems  of  the  USSR  and  union  republics’ 
ministries  of  health.  Where  the  design  involves  a  particular  piece  of  equip¬ 
ment,  the  expertise  is  provided  by  the  designated  expert  agency  of  the 
appropriate  ministry.  Expertise  for  large-scale  economic  projects  that  result 
in  considerable  transformation  of  the  environment  and  have  substantial 
environmental  impact  is  the  province  of  gknt  and,  in  particular,  its  inter¬ 
branch  Scientific  Technical  Council  for  Comprehensive  Problems  on  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Protection  and  Rational  Resource  Use.  The  1972  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  on  strengthening  environmental  protection  requires  that  both  these 
organs  work  closely  with  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  and  its  research 
institutes.15 

The  Ministry  of  Public  Health  provides  expertise  comparable  to  the 
United  States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  and  Consumer  Products 
Safety  Administration.  The  ministry  is  responsible  for  testing  new  types  of 
raw  materials,  chemicals  to  be  used  in  industry,  and  all  consumer  products. 
The  testing  of  chemicals,  including  fertilizers,  pesticides,  and  material  to 
be  used  in  agriculture  and  forestry  is  the  function  of  Minzdrav,  the  State 
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Agro-Industrial  Committee,  and  Gosleskhoz.  To  speed  up  the  process  of 
evaluating  test  results,  the  three  agencies  have  set  up  a  special  expert  inter¬ 
branch  committee  that  decides  on  whether  a  product  is  to  be  used.16  Ex¬ 
pertise  on  air  pollution  control  equipment  is  delegated  to  the  State  Institute 
of  Scrubber  Installations  of  Minkhimmash,  while  the  Ministry  of  Health, 
Minvodkhoz,  and  Minrybkhoz  provide  the  expertise  on  water  pollution 
control.  The  last  two  ministries  are  also  the  designated  experts  on  hydraulic 
engineering.  Agricultural  research  is  now  organized  under  the  State  Agro- 
Industrial  Committee  and  its  institutes  at  the  all-union  and  union-republic 
level.  The  Committee  likewise  administers  the  All-Union  Scientific  Re¬ 
search  Institute  for  Nature  Protection  and  Conservation. 

The  above  review  suggests  three  fundamental  characteristics  of  the  cen¬ 
tipede  variant  of  science  fragmentation.  The  first  is  the  proliferation  of 
expert  organizations.  The  1972  and  1978  resolutions  on  improving  and 
strengthening  environmental  protection  in  the  Soviet  Union  identify  six¬ 
teen  central  ministries  and  agencies  responsible  for  expertise  in  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control,  twenty-one  in  water  pollution  control,  fourteen  in  land  use 
and  soil  conservation,  five  for  forests,  and  four  for  protected  land  (see  table 
2.2).  The  second  characteristic  is  that  the  organs  identified  are  the  autho¬ 
rized  experts  in  that  particular  field.  For  example,  the  All-Union  Scientific 
Research  Institute  for  Nature  Protection  and  Conservation  prepared  the 
draft  of  the  1980  law  on  the  protection  of  wild  animals  and  made  the 
decisions  on  which  animals  would  receive  legal  protection.  Expert  insti¬ 
tutes  tend  to  be  highly  specialized  and  narrow,  with  interdisciplinary  exper¬ 
tise  rare  except  at  the  higher  levels  of  government  in  committees  such 
as  the  environmental  protection  and  resource  use  committee  attached  to 

GKNT. 

The  third  characteristic  is  the  essential  rigidity  of  expert  organizations. 
All  research  and  the  rendering  of  expert  opinion  are  performed  according 
to  plan.  It  is  difficult  officially  to  develop  or  obtain  an  expert  opinion  on  a 
given  problem  if  that  answer  must  be  given  immediately.  Experts,  like 
everyone  else,  have  their  quotas.  A  particular  problem  must  be  fitted  into 
their  general  plan  of  work,  which  in  turn  must  be  approved  by  the  super¬ 
visor.  An  expert  may  have  his  plan  of  work  amended,  but  amendment  also 
requires  approval,  and  unless  the  inserted  project  has  priority,  as  the  author 
discovered,  its  chances  of  getting  accomplished  are  less  likely  than  those 
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of  the  original  plan.  When  the  only  mechanism  for  changing  equipment, 
methodology,  or  inquiry  midstream  is  a  modification  of  the  plan,  expert 
results  can  be  slow,  or,  as  has  been  repeatedly  pointed  out  in  the  Soviet 
press,  entirely  inappropriate  to  the  needs  of  the  agency  that  is  the  institute’s 
superior  or  principal  contractor. 

The  system  has  its  advantages  and  disadvantages  in  terms  of  the  serious¬ 
ness  with  which  expert  opinion  is  taken  by  the  decisionmakers.  On  the  one 
hand,  the  opinion  of  the  legally  designated  institute  represents  the  expert 
opinion.  Formal  channels  for  competing  opinions  are  limited,  although 
there  may  be  other  expert  sources  in  the  universities  and  the  Academy  of 
Sciences.  In  1965,  a  reform  of  research  and  development  (r&d)  aimed  to 
do  away  with  research  overlap  by  putting  gknt  in  charge  of  all  r&d, 
thereby  reducing  the  potential  for  expert  competition.17  The  assignment  of 
official  status  coupled  with  the  traditional  Russian  respect  for  science 
probably  cloaks  the  Soviet  expert  with  more  authority  than  his  counterpart 
in  the  United  States,  where  expert  competition  is  a  way  of  life.  Moreover, 
because  the  policymaking  system  is  largely  bureaucratic,  the  Soviet  expert 
does  not  have  to  consider  public  opinion  in  the  framing  of  his  advice.  Most 
important,  in  legitimizing  an  institute’s  research,  the  enabling  regulation 
authorizes  the  institute’s  superior  to  allocate  the  resources  necessary  for  the 
conduct  of  the  research  program.  In  effect,  the  regulatory  principle  makes 
the  Soviet  expert’s  research  realizable. 

The  disadvantage  is  that  the  separation  of  scientific  work  and  power  is 
reinforced.  The  1965  reform  made  control  over  the  direction  of  scientific 
research  the  legal  monopoly  of  the  central  party  and  government  organs 
and  concentrated  this  control  in  the  hands  of  the  most  powerful  of  these 
institutions:  the  military-industrial  ministries  and  the  high  technology  and 
energy  sectors.  The  reform  further  encouraged  each  ministry  or  agency  to 
set  up  its  own  research  organs  to  provide  the  expertise  for  its  immediate 
particular  needs.  Since  every  expert  organ  is  responsible  for  a  specific 
scientific  or  technological  area  within  a  particular  ministry  or  organization, 
its  research  strategy  is  to  investigate  the  problem  under  consideration  from 
the  narrow  viewpoint  of  its  superior  agency.  Five  years  after  the  Ministry 
of  Coal  Industry  was  authorized  to  establish  an  institute  to  investigate  a 
clean  coal-conversion  process,  it  still  had  not  started  research.  Academy 
scientists  feared  that  what  research  it  finally  produced  would  be  oriented 
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purely  toward  the  interests  of  the  coal  ministry.18  Attempts  to  apply  pure 
research  gains  to  production  by  cross-fertilization  from  the  Academy  of 
Sciences  into  the  branch  ministries  have  also  run  aground.  Ministries  have 
persisted  in  trying  to  subordinate  the  Academy  design  bureaus  to  minis¬ 
terial  jurisdiction.19  In  the  view  of  the  well-known  economist  Pavel  Oldak, 
the  distribution  of  problems  among  many  institutions  has  resulted  “in 
short-sighted  answers  that  lack  comprehensive  solutions.” 20  Under  the  eyes 
of  his  bureaucratic  superior,  the  expert  is  obliged  to  concern  himself  with  a 
narrow  subject  matter  at  the  expense  of  a  more  global  approach. 

Opportunities  for  cross-disciplinary  fertilization,  however,  do  exist.  Pri¬ 
mary  among  these  are  the  aktivs,  conferences  or  roundtable  discussions 
organized  by  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  central  and  republican  ministries 
and  agencies,  or  the  periodicals.  These  meetings  serve  to  bring  together  the 
expert  obshchestvennost  ’(community)  in  a  particular  field  to  discuss  policy 
issues  and  offer  policy  recommendations.21  The  seminal  environmental 
meeting  of  this  kind  was  the  Voprosy  filosofii  roundtable  discussion  in 
1971  prior  to  the  Stockholm  Conference,  which  in  effect  legitimized  public 
debate  on  environmental  degradation  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  opened  the 
way  for  discussion  of  suitable  remedies.  Another  important  environmental 
conference  organized  by  the  organ  of  the  Soviet  writers’  organization, 
Novy  mir,  in  1982  brought  together  the  community  of  writers  and  scientists 
particularly  interested  in  Siberia  and  raised  important  ecological  questions 
relative  to  Siberian  development  (see  chapter  5).  In  1980,  the  author  was  in 
Leningrad  during  a  conference  organized  by  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Educa¬ 
tion  on  teaching  about  the  environment  in  higher  education.  The  confer¬ 
ence  followed  an  earlier  all-union  conference  held  in  Tbilisi  on  the  general 
organization  of  environmental  education  in  the  Soviet  school  system. 

These  conferences  are  often  neither  party-sponsored  nor  generated  and 
thus  represent  meetings  of  colleagues  on  a  policy  issue  of  common  in¬ 
terest.22  However,  the  meetings  are  managed  by  the  higher  administration 
of  the  organizing  agency,  which  determines  the  tone  and  direction  of  the 
conference,  and  attendance  is  by  invitation  only.  As  a  result,  the  delibera¬ 
tions  of  the  conference  tend  to  represent  the  concerns  and  opinions  of  the 
leaders  in  a  particular  field  rather  than  the  free-ranging  speculations  of  all 
members  of  that  scientific  community.  The  Soviet  conference  system  thus 
reinforces  the  hierarchical  bias  of  Soviet  bureaucratic  organization,  thereby 
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Table  6.1  Survey  of  Research  Themes  and  Projects,  sfry 

Project  Themes 

Total 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia  Macedonia 

Population,  process  of  urbanization 

43 

6 

19 

Production  and  industrial  processes 

22 

1 

8 

Land  use  and  regional  development 

18 

2 

National  defense 

3 

1 

Agricultural  land 

13 

2 

1 

Forests,  plants,  animal  world 

21 

3 

8 

Water 

49 

1 

20  2 

Air 

30 

8 

13 

Secondary  raw  materials  and  waste 

10 

1 

2 

Nature  areas  and  wonders 

18 

5 

Historical  entities  and  monuments 

7 

3 

Urban  and  rural  settlements 

22 

1 

3  1 

Economic  areas  and  objects 

2 

2 

Housing 

Urban  infrastructure 

7 

8 

1 

1 

Recreation  and  leisure 

6 

1 

Infrastructure 

11 

1 

3 

Monitoring  of  condition  of 

12 

4 

information  system 

Legislation 

9 

2 

Planning 

11 

1  1 

Investment,  economic  measures 

5 

1 

Education 

1 

1 

Total 

328 

26 

100  4 

Source:  P.  138  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 


enhancing  the  authority  of  the  lead  expert,  with  its  interdisciplinary  charac¬ 
ter  going  only  so  far  as  the  organizing  bureaucracy  sees  fit.  The  separation 
of  scientific  labor  and  power  noted  by  Schnaiberg  in  the  U.S.  organization 
of  science  thus  appears  structurally  more  fundamental  to  the  Soviet  sys¬ 
tem,  where  resource  allocation  and  determination  of  research  orientation 
are  controlled  by  the  center  and  distributed  through  the  ministerial  legs  of 
the  centipede. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  main  constraints  upon  expert  influence  derive  from 
the  country’s  decentralized  administrative  structure  and  self-management 
organization.  Expertise  is  located  in  the  federal,  republican,  and  municipal 


220 


The  Experts 


Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia 

Federal 

organs 

total 

proper 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

12 

6 

4 

1 

1 

8 

5 

2 

3 

13 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

7 

5 

1 

1 

5 

5 

4 

1 

2 

13 

11 

10 

1 

1 

6 

2 

2 

1 

6 

1 

7 

4 

3 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

7 

10 

10 

6 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

6 

1 

1 

3 

2 

2 

3 

6 

6 

1 

7 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

6 

105 

79 

63 

8 

8 

7 

institutes  attached  to  a  government  department,  such  as  the  institutes  of 
public  health,  the  institutes  funded  through  the  siz,  particularly  the  siz  for 
science,  or  the  self-management  institutes  like  the  Jaroslav  terni  Water 
Resources  Institute  and  the  institutes  for  urbanism,  planning,  and  environ¬ 
mental  protection.  In  both  instances,  there  is  a  direct  relation  between  the 
provision  of  environmental  expertise  and  specific  community  or  industrial 
requests.  The  distribution  of  environmental  research  by  subject  matter  and 
republic  given  in  table  6.1  provides  a  good  demonstration  of  this  relation¬ 
ship.  Not  surprisingly,  by  far  the  largest  number  of  research  projects  are  in 
those  areas  where  environmental  degradation  has  been  most  visible,  such 
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as  urban  development,  water,  and  air,  and  these  projects  have  been  under¬ 
taken  in  the  most  industrialized  republics.  In  1978,  there  were  twenty  in¬ 
vestigations  relating  to  water  pollution  in  progress  in  Croatia,  thirteen  in 
Slovenia,  and  eleven  in  Serbia.  There  were  thirteen  studies  on  air  pollution 
in  Croatia,  six  in  Slovenia,  and  two  in  Serbia.  By  contrast,  Serbia  and 
Slovenia  had  funded  more  research  on  urban  and  rural  settlements  and 
agricultural  land  development  than  had  Croatia.  Macedonia  was  engaged 
in  only  two  research  projects  on  water  and  none  on  air,  while  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina  had  eight  ongoing  studies  of  air  pollution  and  only  one  on 
water.  It  is  to  be  expected  that  research  on  construction  design  and  indus¬ 
trial  processes  would  hold  a  significant  place  in  the  country’s  research 
effort,  but  it  is  noteworthy  that  research  on  forests,  plants,  and  the  animal 
world  occupies  a  strong  secondary  position. 

The  distribution  of  projects  reflects  the  fact  that  scientific  enterprises, 
like  their  economic  counterparts,  must  earn  money  to  pay  operating  ex¬ 
penses  and  salaries.  As  has  been  seen,  local  funds  from  industrial  and 
income  taxes  go  only  to  the  support  of  basic  public  services  administered 
by  the  responsible  siz.  While  many  environmental  questions  are  health- 
related  and  fall  under  the  health  siz,  most  are  excluded  from  the  possibility 
of  public  funding  except  as  the  project  might  come  under  the  siz  for  science 
and/or  education.  The  federal  water  and  forest  funds  derived  from  taxes 
and  fines  (see  chapter  5)  are  expended  on  necessary  public  works  projects, 
such  as  reforestation,  not  on  research.  Thus,  what  public  monies  are  re¬ 
ceived  by  expert  institutes  must  be  supplemented  by  the  sale  of  their  ser¬ 
vices  to  industry,  agriculture,  or  the  local  economy.  The  resulting  “job- 
oriented”  research  approach  contrasts  sharply  with  the  more  elaborate 
structure  of  theoretical  and  applied  research  programs  produced  by  the 
consultation  of  gknt  with  the  central  ministries  in  the  USSR.  In  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  there  is  a  direct  link  between  the  research  institute  that  sells  its 
services  and  the  client,  which  may  be  an  enterprise  or  government  institu¬ 
tion.  The  budget  for  the  year  is  drawn  up  on  the  basis  of  monies  paid  in 
from  the  sale  of  services.  A  few  examples  will  provide  an  illustration  of  this 
relationship. 

The  Republican  Institute  for  Environmental  Protection  of  Serbia  is  a 
government  agency  divided  into  two  organizations.  The  first  is  concerned 
with  nature  conservation,  the  second  with  the  human  environment.23  Its 
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function  as  mandated  by  law  is  to  serve  as  consultant  to  local  government 
in  the  latter’s  development  of  economic  and  territorial  land-use  plans.  The 
institute  is  also  under  contract  from  the  government  of  Serbia  for  the 
development  of  a  territorial  plan  for  the  whole  of  Serbia.24  The  Belgrade 
Municipal  Institute  of  Public  Health  works  mainly  for  the  city  of  Belgrade 
in  such  areas  as  hygiene  in  schools,25  applied  research  in  environmental 
noise,  and  worker  hygiene  in  the  food  industry.  However,  individual  enter¬ 
prises  and  factories  do  come  to  them  with  projects,  which  the  institute  will 
contract  to  do  and  for  which  it  will  be  paid.26  The  Institute  of  Hygiene  and 
Epidemiology  of  the  Council  for  the  Human  Environment  and  Territorial 
Management  of  the  Executive  Council  of  the  Government  of  Serbia  is 
under  contract  with  the  Serbian  siz  for  Social  Insurance  to  develop  noise 
norms  and  measurement  standards  for  the  whole  of  Serbia.  It  is  also  under 
contract  with  the  Serbian  government  for  an  ongoing  study  of  the  daily 
consumption  of  pesticides  in  food,  a  topic  that  has  become  a  major  envi¬ 
ronmental  concern.27 

Among  the  self-managing  institutes,  the  Jaroslav  Cerni  Institute  has 
gained  the  reputation  of  being  among  the  most  competent  in  the  area  of 
water  resource  management.  The  institute  contracts  primarily  for  applied 
research  in  water  resource  engineering,  particularly  as  it  relates  to  a  re¬ 
gional  or  local  water  resource  problem.  Such  research  is  at  the  request  of 
the  interested  local  government.28  Another  successful  self-managing  insti¬ 
tute  that  receives  no  public  financing  is  the  Federal  Institute  for  Urban 
Planning  and  Construction.  While  most  of  its  income  is  derived  from 
domestic  contracts,  it  is  expanding  the  number  of  its  contracts  abroad.  In 
1980,  it  completed  a  lengthy  study  of  the  urbanization  of  Libya  under 
contract  with  the  Libyan  government.29  smelt  of  Ljubljana  advertises  its 
services  as  an  engineering  consulting  firm.  With  offices  in  Belgrade,  Pris¬ 
tina,  Tripoli,  and  Libya,  its  1980  reference  list  contained  the  names  of  562 
clients  from  every  kind  of  industry  from  all  over  Yugoslavia,  and  ten  clients 
from  abroad,  including  Libya,  India,  Nepal,  and  Iran.  All  of  the  work 
performed  was  applied  research.30 

Of  course,  not  all  expertise  is  job-oriented.  One  has  only  to  read  the 
papers  published  by  Energoprojekt  and  other  institutes  in  Covek  i  zivotna 
sredina  to  see  the  fruit  of  more  theoretical  investigation.  But  financial  de¬ 
centralization  has  made  contracted  research  attractive  and  necessary,  and 
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it  has  thus  encouraged  applied  studies  as  a  more  profitable  venture.  The 
direction  of  research  is  thus  determined  by  the  flow  of  funding  from  indus¬ 
try  and  government  to  projects  addressing  their  particular  concerns.  Since 
both  are  controlled  by  the  party,  the  ultimate  determination  of  research 
priorities  lies  in  the  hands  of  the  republican  party  leaders. 

The  advantage  of  the  self-managed  institute  is  that  it  is  free  to  seek 
clients  where  they  can  be  found  and  is  not  constrained  to  work  under  a 
hierarchical  superior.  The  expert  thus  has  a  larger  measure  of  professional 
independence  than  his  Soviet  counterpart.  Greater  professional  autonomy, 
however,  has  not  resulted  in  a  higher  degree  of  acceptance  by  party  and 
government  officials  of  expert  opinion,  because  of  the  inherent  disadvan¬ 
tages  self-management  places  upon  the  research  institute. 

The  primary  disadvantage  is  money.  The  funding  problem  created  and 
sustained  by  the  self-management  system  sets  limits  to  the  areas  of  re¬ 
search  that  can  be  profitably  supported  and  encourages  borrowing  of  ideas 
and  methodology  from  countries  that  are  more  able  to  afford  a  more  com¬ 
prehensive  research  program.  While  funding  problems  exist  in  all  areas  of 
Yugoslav  research,  they  are  particularly  severe  in  the  environmental  area, 
in  large  part  because  of  the  systemic  bias  toward  industry  and  economic 
development.  The  present  economic  crisis  with  its  massive  debt  and  domes¬ 
tic  austerity  program  contributes  to  undermining  research  efforts  in  all  but 
what  are  perceived  to  be  the  critical  economic  and  social  areas,  as  funds 
for  research  activities  are  pared  down  to  a  minimum. 

In  their  search  for  funding,  the  institutes  contract  to  do  narrow,  specific 
jobs  for  specific  organizations  and  localities.  The  Yugoslav  press  has  re¬ 
peatedly  faulted  environmental  researchers  for  not  undertaking  the  kinds 
of  research  activities  that  will  provide,  for  example,  a  comprehensive 
strategy  for  the  cleanup  of  the  Sava  River  basin,  or  a  development  program 
for  the  future  growth  of  Belgrade  that  considers  all  the  environmental  fac¬ 
tors.31  In  short,  research  in  Yugoslavia  appears  to  be  as  fragmented  as  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  with  the  researcher  concentrating  on  the  narrow  and 
specialized  question  that  the  contract  demands  to  the  neglect  of  the  global 
problem.  Perhaps  even  more  important,  the  practical  orientation  of  self¬ 
management  provides  few  opportunities  for  the  expansion  of  pure  science 
research. 

The  Republic  of  Serbia  has  recognized  the  negative  aspects  of  frag- 
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mentation.  One  solution  has  been  the  promotion  of  a  multidisciplinary 
approach  to  environmental  problem-solving.  A  pilot  project  was  set  up  at 
the  University  of  Belgrade.  In  existence  since  the  mid-seventies,  the  Center 
for  Multidisciplinary  Studies  combines  pure  science,  applied  science,  and 
social  science  in  a  two-year  graduate  program.  The  program  is  organized 
around  the  investigation  of  twenty-one  environmental  subject  areas  and  is 
divided  about  equally  between  subjects  of  general  knowledge  and  subjects 
of  specialized  knowledge.  In  addition  to  the  customary  prerequisites  for 
admission,32  the  applicant  must  be  employed  and  have  a  recommendation 
from  his  or  her  institute  or  workplace,  because  the  work  organization  helps 
pay  the  student’s  way.  The  recommendation  must  indicate  the  student’s 
individual  interest,  the  organization’s  interest  in  having  the  student  apply 
(what  specific  environmental  problem  does  it  want  investigated?),  and  the 
social  interest  the  student’s  admission  will  serve  when  he  or  she  works  at 
the  center  on  the  problem  of  concern  to  the  work  organization.  If  the  work 
organization  cannot  pay  for  the  student’s  entire  course  of  study,  additional 
financing  may  be  obtained  from  the  Program  for  Scientific  Investigation  of 
the  Serbian  Council  for  Environmental  Protection  and  Territorial  Manage¬ 
ment.  The  work  organizations  are  expected  to  provide  physical  facilities, 
equipment,  and  materials  to  enable  the  student  to  study  the  problem  that 
brought  him  to  the  center. 

The  aim  of  the  center’s  administration  is  to  change  the  prevailing  narrow 
professional  view  of  young  scientists  to  a  broader  approach.  The  instruc¬ 
tional  method  is  multidisciplinary,  intended  to  demonstrate  that  nature  is  a 
unit.  Traditional  subjects  like  physics,  chemistry,  or  engineering  are  not 
taught  individually,  but  are  applied  together  to  the  study  of  one  environ¬ 
mental  area,  such  as  air  or  water.  During  the  last  year  of  study,  the  students 
are  divided  into  research  teams  and  assigned  to  investigate  a  problem 
selected  from  the  list  of  those  proposed  by  the  sponsoring  institutions.  A 
biologist,  physicist,  and  chemist  may  find  themselves  working  with  a  hy¬ 
draulic  engineer  and  an  economist  on  the  problem  of  obtaining  an  ade¬ 
quate  drinking  water  supply  for  the  city  of  Belgrade.  The  hope  is  that 
students  will  take  the  comprehensive  method  and  team  approach  back  to 
their  work  organizations,  and  that,  if  a  team  cannot  be  formed,  they  will 
ask  advice  from  appropriate  experts  in  the  disciplines  related  to  their 
projects  when  tackling  the  next  work  assignments.33 
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Innovative  as  the  center’s  method  is,  it  still  does  not  solve  the  basic 
structural  problems  posed  by  self-management.  In  effect,  the  research  insti¬ 
tutes  determine  the  research  program.  Equally  important,  the  method  may 
contribute  to  what  is  perhaps  the  experts’  most  serious  problem  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  the  party’s  distrust  of  intellectuals.  Because  of  the  direct  relation 
between  the  program  and  needs  of  the  sponsoring  institutions,  the  center 
risks  becoming  the  consulting  partner  to  these  organizations.  While  the 
center  retains  its  academic  autonomy  in  designing  the  general  curriculum 
of  instruction,  the  specialized  curriculum  represents  the  sponsors’  concerns. 
Speculative  or  non-task-oriented  questions  are  neglected  in  preference  to 
solving  the  sponsor’s  problem.  The  center’s  approach  thus  indirectly  rein¬ 
forces  the  general  tendency  of  party  and  government  officials  toward  over¬ 
reliance  on  and  overvaluation  of  scientific  research  from  outside  the  coun¬ 
try,  with  a  concomitant  downgrading  of  domestic  research  achievements. 
Director  of  the  Institute  for  Socioeconomic  Research  in  Titograd,  Dr. 
Bosko  Gluscevic,  expressed  the  matter  plainly.  The  country’s  economic 
crisis,  he  said,  “was  anticipated  by  many  experts  who  repeatedly  warned 
of  far-reaching  consequences  and  dangers  unless  an  adequate  policy  was 
pursued.  Such  proposals  were  rejected  or,  to  put  it  mildly,  simply  ignored. 
.  .  .  Even  now,  we  have  deeply  rooted  opinion  in  the  party  apparatus  that 
we  do  not  need  any  wise  people,  but  only  obedient  ones.”34 

Borrowing  knowledge  from  abroad  may  seem  very  rational,  particularly 
in  a  small  country  with  limited  resources.  The  experts  are  eager  for  inter¬ 
national  contacts,  and  examples  proliferate  of  scientific  cooperation  be¬ 
tween  Yugoslavia  and  other  countries.  In  1985,  there  were  twenty-seven 
environmental  research  projects  across  the  country  that  were  being  under¬ 
taken  jointly  with  the  un,  oecd,  and  other  international  organizations, 
while  the  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  of  the  Institute  for 
Technology  of  Nuclear  and  Other  Raw  Materials  was  carrying  out  a  study 
of  radioactive  and  other  polluting  emissions  under  a  grant  from  the  U.S. 
government.35  However,  Yugoslavia  is  a  communist  state.  The  expert’s  re¬ 
course  to  the  outside  for  fundamental  knowledge  makes  him  susceptible  to 
the  charge  of  “contamination”  by  foreign  or  “capitalist”  influences.  At  the 
same  time,  there  are  insufficient  domestic  means  to  produce  a  “socialist” 
science  that  could  provide  a  “loyal  expertise”  that  the  party  could  unre¬ 
servedly  accept.  The  tension  between  the  party  and  the  expert  community 
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highlights  the  Yugoslav  variant  of  the  separation  of  knowledge  and  power. 
Decentralization  and  self-management  notwithstanding,  as  the  principal 
political  force  in  the  country,  the  party  leadership  in  all  the  republics  wants 
scientific  answers  to  the  questions  it  poses  in  terms  that  will  reinforce  its 
commanding  position  in  Yugoslav  society. 

The  two  communist  systems  thus  exhibit  a  somewhat  different  emphasis 
in  the  fragmentation  of  scientific  labor  and  its  separation  from  the  sources 
of  power.  The  Soviet  researcher  is  more  confined  in  his  research  organiza¬ 
tion,  but  his  opinion  appears  to  carry  considerable  weight  if  his  institute  is 
the  officially  designated  expert  organ  for  a  particular  problem  area.  The 
Yugoslav  researcher  is  much  freer  in  his  research  ventures.  However,  the 
need  to  contract  out  for  research  jobs  gives  a  practically  oriented  entrepre¬ 
neurial  character  to  research  that  undermines  the  researcher’s  credibility 
with  party  officials,  already  suspicious  of  the  intellectual’s  good  faith  and 
loyalty  to  socialism.  Nevertheless,  in  both  societies,  the  scientist  is  con¬ 
strained  to  study  what  his  employers  deem  important.  And  his  employers 
demand  not  comprehensive  solutions  to  environmental  and  economic  prob¬ 
lems  but  quick  fixes  in  technological  production  to  spur  rapid  economic 
growth. 

Control  over  communications  access.  While  the  structure  of  Soviet  exper¬ 
tise  acts  favorably  upon  the  Soviet  specialist’s  opportunities  to  influence  en¬ 
vironmental  decisionmaking,  his  access  to  information  is  severely  limited. 
In  Yugoslavia,  the  reverse  is  true:  the  organization  of  expertise  weakens 
the  expert’s  position,  but  he  has  much  less  restricted  access  to  information 
than  his  Soviet  counterpart. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  data  collection  is  delegated  to  specific  ministries, 
agencies,  or  research  organizations  by  central  or  republican  government 
regulation  and  directives.  The  legal  authorization  for  data  collection  in  the 
environmental  field  is  found  in  the  fundamental  health,  land,  water,  forest, 
air,  and  wildlife  management  laws,  and  the  1972  and  1978  joint  cc  cpsu 
and  USSR  Council  of  Ministers  resolutions  on  strengthening  environ¬ 
mental  protection.  As  a  rule,  the  chief  data  collectors  are  the  lead  agencies 
in  the  particular  environmental  area:  Goskomgidromet  collects  data  on  air 
pollution;  until  recently,  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture,  collected  soil  data; 
and  Gosleskhoz,  data  on  environmental  degradation  in  forests. 
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In  practice,  the  division  of  labor  is  not  as  clear  cut  as  it  might  appear  in 
the  regulations,  and  there  is  considerable  overlap.  As  it  did  prior  to  the  air 
pollution  law,  Minzdrav  still  collects  most  air  pollution  data,  and  the  local 
section  of  the  Ministry’s  Sanitary  and  Epidemiological  Service  (ses)  is  still 
relied  upon  as  the  most  appropriate  source  for  urban  air  pollution  infor¬ 
mation.36  Minzdrav  also  collects  data  in  areas  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
other  ministries,  such  as  water  (under  the  lead  jurisdiction  of  Minvod- 
khoz),  and  pesticides  (under  tripartite  ministerial  jurisdiction,  as  was  dis¬ 
cussed  earlier).  The  1978  resolution  further  authorizes  gknt  and  the  USSR 
Academy  of  Sciences  to  be  the  lead  agencies  in  the  identification  of  tech¬ 
nical  problems  relating  to  pollution  control.  The  overlap  in  responsibilities 
means  the  same  information  is  stored  away  in  all  the  various  cubbyholes  of 
the  designated  ministerial  and  agency  bureaucracies. 

As  shown  in  chapter  4,  the  ministries  control  the  flow  of  information  in 
the  planning  process  as  well.  Since  planning  takes  place  by  the  branch 
principle,  the  information  generated  is  the  basic  data  requested  by  the 
central  planners  and  sent  forward  piecemeal  by  industrial  sector  in  a  form 
and  content  satisfactory  to  the  responsible  sector  superiors.  In  1966,  the 
Soviets  attempted  to  rationalize  information  processing  by  establishing  an 
All-Union  Scientific  and  Technical  Information  Center  to  consolidate  all 
scientific  and  technical  information  under  one  roof.37  But  consolidation  did 
not  affect  the  bureaucracies’  monopoly  of  the  release  of  industrial  data. 

The  information  system  imposes  severe  constraints  upon  the  expert. 
Access  to  all  data  is  on  a  need-to-know  basis  for  authorized  persons  only, 
and  only  partial  data  are  collected  by  any  given  economic  or  environmental 
agency.  Moreover,  researchers  in  institutes  attached  to  ministries  or  other 
state  agencies  do  not  necessarily  have  access  to  the  information  collected 
by  other  subdepartments  of  their  supervisory  organizations.  Public  docu¬ 
ments  from  one  ministry  are  not  freely  available  to  scientists  in  a  research 
organization  under  another  ministry,  and  the  information  must  be  re¬ 
quested  formally.  The  authorities  at  the  top  of  the  bureaucracies  are  in  a 
position  to  decide  what  data  to  make  public,  what  data  to  distribute  among 
scientists,  and  what  data  to  keep  secret.  Planning  and  environmental  data 
are  especially  sensitive.38  Since  the  international  outcry  over  Lake  Baikal, 
the  Soviet  government  has  preferred  to  restrict  severely  the  release  of  envi- 
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ronmental  data,  especially  that  pertaining  to  the  impact  of  pollution  on 
human  health.39  Even  more  important,  much  of  the  requisite  environmen¬ 
tal  information  is  in  the  form  of  ministerial  documents,  which  are  not 
public  information  at  all. 

The  problems  that  information  censorship  makes  for  the  researcher  are 
obvious.  An  inside  expert  in  one  ministry  would  find  it  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  put  together  a  global  picture  of  even  a  localized  environ¬ 
mental  problem  from  the  information  he  could  obtain  by  virtue  of  his 
official  employment  position  alone.  In  1981  and  1983,  Charter  77  dissidents 
in  Czechoslovakia  charged  that  little  progress  was  being  made  on  pollution 
control  in  that  country  precisely  because  of  government  restrictions  on 
data  dissemination.40  This  is  not  to  say  that  no  data  comes  into  the  public 
domain.  On  the  contrary,  over  the  past  ten  years  there  has  been  a  marked 
increase  in  environmental  reporting  in  the  USSR,  as  the  sources  for  this 
study  testify.  Much  of  the  published  scientific  work  comes  from  specialists 
in  the  “environmental  institutes”  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences  or  researchers 
attached  to  the  universities.  But  these  works  must  be  read  within  the  con¬ 
text  of  the  scientist’s  limited  access  to  information  and  the  subjection  of  his 
printed  work  to  censorship.41 

Deprived  of  hard  data,  the  Soviet  scientist  must  focus  on  theory  building, 
the  application  of  which  may  never  occur.  In  the  area  of  environmental- 
economic  modeling,  the  theoretical  work  has  been  particularly  innovative. 
In  1972,  Leontiev  and  Ford  published  a  pioneer  article  proposing  an  inter¬ 
branch  environmental-economic  model  of  the  impact  of  industry  upon  the 
environment 42  The  article  set  a  precedent  for  the  inclusion  of  environ¬ 
mental  factors  in  input-output  economic  analysis.  Since  then,  environmen¬ 
tal  modeling  has  been  taken  up  at  tsemi  by  M.  Ia.  Lemeshev,  K.  G.  Gof- 
man,  and  their  associates.43  Probably  the  most  comprehensive  set  of  models 
of  economic  and  environmental  variables  (excluding  social  factors)  is  that 
developed  for  Estonia  by  R.  L.  Raiatskas  and  V.  P.  Sutkaitis.  The  authors 
consider  environmental  quality  as  a  form  of  capital.  Reduction  in  the 
amount  of  environmental  capital  requires  a  comparable  input  of  conven¬ 
tional  capital  to  produce  the  same  level  of  output,  defined  as  the  gross 
output  of  useful  commodities  and  the  output  of  pollution  by-products.  The 
level  of  pollution  at  any  one  time  is  expressed  as  the  difference  between  the 
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sum  total  of  pollution  created  in  the  production  process  and  an  environ¬ 
mental  factor  expressing  the  environment’s  regenerative  capacity.  The 
model  demonstrates  that  the  higher  the  level  of  pollution,  the  less  the  total 
output,  since  pollution  speeds  up  the  rate  at  which  fixed  capital  goes  out  of 
service,  accelerating  write-offs  through  obsolescence,  corrosion,  and  loss  of 
quality.  The  environment  thus  is  understood  to  have  a  regulatory  impact 
on  production  through  the  damage  done  to  the  economy  by  pollution.44 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  researcher  experiences  far  fewer  limitations  on  data 
collection.  Access  to  Western  and  other  publications  is  easy,  if  the  institute 
or  research  organization  has  the  hard  currency  to  order  them.  As  men¬ 
tioned  earlier,  environmental  data  collection  is  just  beginning  in  industry 
and  in  the  environmental  institutes.  While  permission  is  required  from  the 
responsible  state  authority  for  access  to  data  in  a  state  institute,  the  system 
is  not  as  rigid  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  since  most  institutes  are  organized  at 
the  republican  or  opstina  level.  Nevertheless,  the  very  existence  of  a  per¬ 
mission  process  indicates  that  the  republic  holds  the  final  decision  on  data 
release  and  publication.  The  main  problem  for  the  expert  is  not  inaccessi¬ 
bility  of  data  as  much  as  lack  of  sufficient  data.  The  joint  publication 
by  the  federal  and  republican  councils  on  the  human  environment  and 
territorial  management  of  an  overview  of  the  status  of  the  environment  in 
1979  was  a  pioneer  effort  in  comparing  environmental  conditions  between 
republics.  While  the  book  contains  much  demographic  and  traditional 
statistical  yearbook  data,  it  is  short  on  substantive  information  on  envi¬ 
ronmental  degradation,  an  indication  of  the  state  of  the  art  at  that  time.  Its 
successor  document,  the  National  Report  on  Environmental  Conditions 
and  Policies  in  Yugoslavia  published  in  1985,  provides  more  detail  on 
water,  air,  and  soil  pollution,  and  a  new  section  on  noise  pollution.  As  the 
statistics  accumulate  in  the  eighties,  the  fuzzy  image  becomes  clearer,  but 
there  is  still  a  long  way  to  go. 

In  summary,  the  Soviet  expert  benefits  from  the  authority  vested  in  him 
through  the  official  designation  of  expert  institutions  but  is  constrained  in 
the  relevance  and  comprehensiveness  of  the  advice  he  can  give  by  com- 
partmentalization  of  information.  By  contrast,  the  Yugoslav  expert  is  rela¬ 
tively  unconstrained  by  information  censorship  but  finds  his  influence 
limited  by  the  self-management  requirement  that  institutions  be  self- 
supporting  and  by  the  distrust  of  party  officials  regarding  his  advice. 
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Assets 

Financial.  Funding  is  a  problem  in  both  countries.  Improvement  in  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  depends  on  scientific  and  technological  research  to 
develop  environmentally  safer  forms  of  production.  Much  of  this  research 
in  all  industrial  societies  has  been  oriented  toward  uncovering  the  harmful 
side  effects  (“externalities”)  of  production  upon  the  natural  and  human 
environment.  The  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  are  no  exception.  Along 
with  other  industrialized  countries,  they  exhibit  what  Schnaiberg  calls  “a 
dialectical  relationship”  between  environmental  protection  and  industrial 
expansion,  which  sets  up  a  conflict  between  the  scientific  investigator  and 
the  sources  of  capital.45 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  research  and  development  has  been  under  some 
form  of  direct  political  control  since  Stalin’s  time.  The  1965  r&d  reforms 
brought  them  explicitly  under  centralized  political  direction,  and  since 
1968,  the  all-union  r&d  plan  has  been  an  integral  part  of  the  long-term 
and  five-year  national  plans.46  Nolting  estimates  that  the  central  planning 
of  r&d  projects  may  approach  40  percent  to  50  percent  of  all  r&d,  with 
central  ministerial  planning  amounting  to  another  30  percent.47  Where  do 
the  leadership’s  priorities  in  research  and  development  lie?  In  chapter  4,  we 
saw  that  the  industrial  bureaucracies  were  having  the  most  difficulty  in  the 
implementation  of  their  technological  programs  except  in  the  military  and 
heavy  industrial  sectors.  In  1979,  the  Soviet  Union  devoted  around  22 
percent  of  its  trade  with  the  West  to  the  purchase  of  energy-related  tech¬ 
nology,  most  of  which  was  designated  for  the  Siberian  pipeline.48  Techno¬ 
logical  innovation  promises  to  be  a  continuing  problem  for  the  USSR. 
Comparative  indicators  of  technological  change  between  the  USSR  and 
the  Western  countries  indicate  a  Soviet  tendency  to  underperform  relative 
to  the  West  at  a  similar  stage  of  economic  development.49 

Soviet  statistics  bear  out  the  low  priority  assigned  to  environmentally 
related  research  and  technological  development.  In  1979,  total  expendi¬ 
tures  from  all  sources  in  all  areas  of  science  and  technology,  excluding  the 
educational  institutions,  were  officially  given  as  20.2  billion  rubles  or  some¬ 
what  under  5  percent  of  the  gross  national  income.50  In  1980,  the  figure 
was  slightly  less,  19.4  billion  rubles  or  4  percent  of  the  gni.51  Between  1980 
and  1984,  state  investment  in  science  and  technology  averaged  4.6  billion 
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rubles  annually  and  constituted  2.6  percent  of  all  state  investment.  During 
the  same  planning  period,  state  investment  in  all  measures  connected  with 
the  protection  and  rational  utilization  of  natural  resources,  in  which  we 
must  include  environmental  research,  averaged  1.3  percent  of  total  state 
investment.52  Given  the  symbiotic  relationship  between  the  party  and  in¬ 
dustry,  the  party  leadership  has  a  vested  interest  in  research  contributing 
to  industrial  expansion,  and  the  prognosis  for  increased  funding  for  envi¬ 
ronmental  research  except  as  it  might  contribute  to  growth  in  production  is 
poor. 

In  Yugoslavia,  r&d  reflects  the  self-management  principle  and  is  only 
loosely  guided  by  a  central  policy  in  the  national  social  plan.  As  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  planning  guidelines  focus  on  industrial  expansion.  “The 
policy  of  expanded  reproduction  is  based  on  the  faster  rise  in  resources  for 
investment  in  fixed  assets  ...  in  order  to  ensure  ...  in  particular  the 
realization  of  agreed  targets  of  activities  which  are  of  especial  importance 
for  . .  .  the  overall  development  of  the  country.”  According  to  the  plan,  the 
estimated  volume  of  productive  investment  in  these  target  activities  should 
amount  to  65  percent  of  all  investment,  of  which  36  percent  should  be  in 
industrial  groupings  of  “special  significance,”  1 1  percent  in  agriculture,  and 
4  percent  in  tourism.  The  special  industries  include  energy,  basic  metals, 
and  chemicals.53 

The  structuring  of  investment  decisions  according  to  social  plan  is  only 
one  factor  in  the  orientation  of  research  toward  economic  growth.  As  was 
seen  in  chapters  4  and  5,  while  self-management  may  apply  to  the  genera¬ 
tion  of  income,  a  large  share  of  industrial  income  distribution  has  already 
been  determined  by  law,  including  setting  a  certain  portion  aside  for  envi¬ 
ronmental  controls.  Faced  with  the  choice  of  what  to  do  with  the  remain¬ 
der,  enterprises  are  not  particularly  eager  to  invest  their  own  limited  re¬ 
sources  in  environmental  research.  Interviews  at  various  environmental 
research  institutes  in  Yugoslavia  suggested  that  research  contracts  with 
enterprises  were  the  exception,  except  in  the  case  of  smelt.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence,  environmental  research  is  almost  totally  dependent  upon  public 
monies. 

The  main  sources  of  public  funding  for  the  environmental  research  in¬ 
stitutes  have  been  the  health  and  culture  siz-a.  Until  1975,  two-thirds  of 
the  financing  for  the  Republican  Institute  for  Environmental  Protection  of 
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Serbia  came  from  the  republican  siz  for  culture,  and  one-third  from  the 
Republican  Secretariat  for  Urbanism  and  Planning.  With  the  introduction 
of  self-management  in  1975,  the  institute  has  been  receiving  an  ever- 
decreasing  amount  from  the  siz  for  culture.  Since  all  research  organiza¬ 
tions  risk  the  eventual  cut-off  of  public  funds,  some  institute  staff  inter¬ 
viewed  by  the  author  questioned  how  long  they  could  survive  unless  they 
totally  reoriented  their  work,  which  they  perceived  as  being  essential  in  the 
long  run  but  not  economically  necessary  to  any  industry  or  public  body  in 
the  short  run.54  From  1975  to  1980,  the  budget  of  the  Republican  Institute 
for  Public  Health  of  Serbia  was  cut  300  million  dinars.  Prior  to  that  time, 
the  institute  had  a  pure  science  department  of  three  hundred  workers.  In 
1981,  the  same  department  employed  only  one  hundred  workers.  Priority 
had  gone  to  clinical  medicine.  The  total  institute  budget  for  1981  was 
around  130  million  dinars,  over  90  percent  of  which  came  from  the  Serbian 
siz  for  health.  The  balance  came  from  ongoing  or  new  projects  contracted 
with  local  or  republican  governments.55  Thirty  percent  of  the  funds  for  the 
Belgrade  Municipal  Institute  of  Public  Health  comes  from  the  city  health 
service,  60  percent  from  the  Republican  siz  for  Public  Health  SR  Serbia 
and  10  percent  from  contracts  with  enterprises.  Funding  from  these  sources 
is  for  applied  clinical  work  only. 

Pure  science  research  is  funded  through  the  annual  competitions  spon¬ 
sored  by  the  siz  for  science.56  Total  contributions  to  the  siz  not  involved  in 
social  welfare  services,  including  the  science  siz,  are  very  small.  In  1979, 
they  represented  7  percent  of  all  siz  contributions.  Clearly,  the  science  siz 
cannot  possibly  meet  the  demands  made  upon  it.  Experts  said  that  compe¬ 
tition  for  science  siz  grants  was  high  and  that  money  was  generally  given 
on  an  annual  basis  only.  A  long-term  research  project  had  to  be  resub¬ 
mitted  every  year  of  the  project’s  duration,  and  it  was  not  at  all  certain  that 
it  would  survive  new  competition  and  be  refunded.57 

With  public  money  in  short  supply,  the  Yugoslav  environmental  re¬ 
searcher  is  forced  to  seek  international  funding.  In  the  construction  of  the 
sewage  system  for  Lake  Ohrid,  the  Yugoslav  federal  government’s  share, 
although  substantial,  was  not  the  most  important.  The  main  contributions 
came  from  unesco,  private  Western  philanthropic  enterprises,  and  Western 
governments.  Joint  international  projects  such  as  those  undertaken  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  unep,  oecd,  or  the  U.S.  government  are  enthusiastically 
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welcomed  by  the  money-poor  investigator.  One  reason  that  Yugoslavia 
may  have  created  so  many  “biospheres”  is  that  an  area  set  aside  for  all 
mankind  is  a  more  likely  candidate  for  world  funds  than  a  regional  or 
national  preserve.  Yugoslav  national  parks  receive  virtually  no  republican 
or  federal  funding.  The  director’s  assurances  notwithstanding,  the  enforced 
economic  development  of  the  Plitvice  Lakes  could  very  well  be  a  time 
bomb  for  the  lakes’  ecosystem.  In  like  manner,  the  intensive  economic  and 
tourist  development  along  the  Adriatic  may  result  in  the  destruction  of  the 
very  resources  that  attract  industry  and  visitor  alike.  The  establishment  at 
Split  of  the  UN-sponsored  research  center  on  the  Mediterranean  assures  at 
least  some  ongoing  scientific  research  that  otherwise  might  have  suffered 
serious  setbacks  for  lack  of  funds. 

Communications.  As  was  shown  above,  the  Soviet  specialist  is  formally 
more  restricted  in  his  channels  of  information  than  his  Yugoslav  or  Western 
counterpart.58  He  is  restricted  in  access  to  rapid  publishing  and  library 
resources;  in  ability  to  attend  national  and  international  conferences,  for 
which  funding  and  participation  are  at  the  discretion  of  his  bureaucratic 
superiors;  and  in  contacts  with  scientists  in  his  field  outside  his  work  orga¬ 
nization.  All  his  research  must  pass  through  a  censorship  review  before  it 
may  be  accepted  for  publication.  A  typical  department  or  work  section 
may  have  only  one  outside  phone  in  the  chief  administrator’s  office,  and 
permission  has  to  be  sought  to  use  it.  Whether  the  specialist  chooses  con¬ 
tact  by  phone  or  by  letter,  the  response  from  an  unknown  colleague  will 
probably  have  been  discussed  with  the  latter’s  superior.  Access  to  libraries, 
documents,  and  other  research  materials  in  the  specialist’s  own  and  other 
agencies  depends  on  his  research  and  organizational  status,  while  formal 
requests  for  information  from  other  bureaucracies  go  through  a  maze  of 
hierarchical  channels  before  reaching  their  destination. 

Scientific  communication  would  be  seriously  impeded  if  only  formal 
channels  and  norms  existed  in  the  Soviet  Union.  However,  there  is  in¬ 
creasing  evidence  that  informal  channels  and  norms  do  exist,  and  that 
these  grease  the  communication  wheels  of  Soviet  expertise  in  ways  similar 
to  informal  information  networks  in  Western  countries. 

In  the  United  States,  a  large  literature59  attests  to  the  existence  among 
American  specialists  of  “invisible  colleges,”  or  networks  of  scientists  who 
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maintain  a  constant  exchange  of  information  about  their  particular  area  of 
research.  These  groups  tend  to  form  around  a  nucleus  of  highly  productive 
and  visible  scientists.  Linkage  is  organized  through  the  most  influential 
members,  while  attraction  of  new  members  to  a  group  is  primarily  through 
the  work  of  the  key  figures.  In  the  USSR,  Soviet  sociologists  like  I.  I. 
Leiman  have  also  identified  “invisible  colleges.”60  In  a  stimulating  study, 
I.  V.  Sergeeva  confirms  Leiman’s  description  of  “scientific  collectives”  out¬ 
side  the  formal  institutional  structure  as  a  common  form  of  professional 
association  in  Soviet  scientific  institutes,61  while  G.  G.  Diumenton  has 
described  external  links  between  Soviet  scientists.  In  a  1970  study  of  com¬ 
munication  between  scientists  outside  their  institutes,  he  found  definite 
patterns  of  interaction.  The  main  pattern  was  between  institutes  of  the 
Academy  of  Sciences,  and  within  cities.  Communication  between  Academy 
institutes  in  Moscow  was  highest  and  fell  off  proportionally  with  distance.62 

The  author’s  field  research  found  evidence  of  substantial  communication 
among  environmental  experts  in  the  Moscow  area  and  considerable  exter¬ 
nal  ties  with  other  Soviet  and  East  European  cities.  Members  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Environmental  Law  at  Moscow  State  University  (mgu)  were 
familiar  with  the  work  of  the  environmental  section  of  the  Academy  Insti¬ 
tute  of  State  and  Law  and  knew  the  members  personally.  Many  institute 
members  had  received  degrees  from  mgu.  Leading  Academy  of  Sciences 
personnel  as  well  as  mgu  graduates  who  were  now  working  in  the  repub¬ 
lican  capitals  were  invited  to  attend  university  conferences  and  to  give 
lectures,  while  the  head  of  the  Environmental  Law  Department  received 
similar  invitations  to  Leningrad  and  other  universities.  The  environmental 
specialists  at  mgu  and  the  Academy  Institute  of  State  and  Law  formed 
two  distinct  groups,  organized  around  different  key  members  advocating 
slightly  different  approaches.  The  Academy  institute  group  urged  greater 
centralization  of  environmental  management  decisions,  while  the  mgu 
group  emphasized  the  importance  of  responsibility  and  liability  in  the  legal 
process.  As  might  be  expected  of  the  more  prestigious  organization,  the 
influence  of  the  Academy  institute  seemed  to  be  stronger,  extending  to  the 
corresponding  institutes  of  Eastern  Europe.  In  Prague,  members  of  the 
environmental  section  of  the  Czech  Institute  of  State  and  Law  knew  the 
work  of  the  leading  researchers  in  environmental  law  at  the  institute  in 
Moscow,  particularly  that  of  Oleg  Kolbasov,  head  of  the  environmental 
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department,  and  they  regularly  participated  in  conferences  organized  by 
the  Soviet  institute. 

Environmental  specialists  in  other  areas  also  appear  to  be  organized  in 
groups.  Among  the  economists,  there  are  those  who  support  the  views  of 
economist  M.  Ia.  Lemeshev  and/or  are  engaged  in  studying  mathematical 
environmental  models  at  tsemi  and  elsewhere,  and  those  who  work  on 
optimization  models  at  Leningrad  University  and  Leningrad  Institute  of 
Economic  Engineering.  Vidmer  has  documented  the  existence  of  at  least 
four  schools  of  Soviet  management  science,  each  with  its  set  of  member 
institutes,  journals,  key  figures  and  geographic  distribution.63  The  natural 
scientists  and  geographers  also  have  their  networks,  as  the  fight  over  Lake 
Baikal  and  the  discussions  on  Siberia  testify.  While  these  “invisible  col¬ 
leges”  seem  largely  confined  to  one  bureaucracy  (the  Ministry  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  the  Academy  of  Sciences)  or  discipline,  they  can  be  both  interdis¬ 
ciplinary  and  interbranch.  For  example,  the  professors  in  the  faculty  of 
biology  at  mgu  were  well  acquainted  with  the  work  of  colleagues  in  the 
faculties  of  geography  and  economics.  In  Leningrad,  the  “invisible  college” 
of  proenvironmental  professors  has  been  formalized  into  an  all-university 
committee  to  advise  on  environmental  education  for  all  departments. 
Moreover,  since  academicians  are  often  appointed  university  professors 
and  vice  versa,  those  who  hold  both  positions  provide  a  link  between  the 
two  main  academic  bureaucracies.64  Zhores  Medvedev’s  success  in  piecing 
together  the  story  of  the  nuclear  disaster  in  the  Urals  was  due  largely  to  his 
recomposition  of  the  “invisible  college”  of  his  contemporaries.  Many  of  the 
names  of  his  university  friends  disappeared  from  the  scientific  literature  in 
the  fifties.  They  resurfaced  in  1966  and  1967,  thanks  to  the  existence  of  an 
interdisciplinary  network  of  scientists  working  in  the  bionuclear  field,  who 
were  looking  for  ways  to  get  around  censorship  restrictions  on  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  research  findings  on  radiation  65 

Paradoxically,  centralized  planning  may  contribute  to  the  formation  of 
these  informal  groupings.  As  with  other  specialties,  only  so  many  envi¬ 
ronmental  experts  are  graduated  and  placed  each  year.  The  relatively 
small  number  of  environmental  researchers  in  each  field  would  seem  to 
encourage  contact.  Job  security  is  relatively  stable.  Contacts  once  estab¬ 
lished  persist  and  indeed  may  strengthen  over  the  years,  resulting  in  per- 
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haps  a  greater  feeling  of  solidarity  than  may  occur  within  scientific  com¬ 
munities  in  the  United  States. 

The  key  figures  in  each  group  may  readily  be  equated  with  the  “techno¬ 
logical  gatekeeper”  posited  by  Allen  and  Cohen66  with  only  slight  modi¬ 
fications.  According  to  these  authors,  the  American  “gatekeeper”  who 
developed  and  maintained  contacts  outside  the  laboratory  and  was  the 
channel  of  information  flow  was  usually  the  primary  researcher  but,  very 
infrequently,  the  department  head.  Sergeeva,  on  the  other  hand,  found 
that  the  Soviet  “gatekeeper”  and  department  head  were  the  same  person 
50  percent  of  the  time.  The  finding  is  to  be  anticipated,  given  the  more 
rigid,  hierarchical  system;  the  circumscribed  publishing  opportunities;  and 
the  need  for  the  political  authorities  to  control  information  flow  through 
the  centipede.  In  a  university  setting,  the  department  head  dominates,  and 
leading  scholars  tend  to  be  in  this  position.  At  mgu,  they  appeared  to  have 
more  links  outside  the  department  and  the  university  than  junior  faculty 
members.  They  were  also  the  ones  who  were  invited  to  scholarly  con¬ 
ferences  or  who  arranged  that  junior  colleagues  went  along.  And  they  were 
far  more  likely  to  be  sent  abroad.  Indeed,  junior  staff  perception  of  foreign 
travel  opportunities  was  that  travel,  especially  to  the  “capitalist”  countries, 
was  reserved  for  senior  personnel.  In  a  department  head’s  dealings  with 
department  faculty  or  students,  hierarchy  prevailed.  Colleagues  were  de¬ 
ferential,  while  students  generally  came  upon  invitation.  Given  the  “gate¬ 
keeper’s”  commanding  position  over  information  flow,  it  is  vital  for  the 
aspiring  kandidat  nauk  or  researcher  to  cultivate  his  section  chief.  Simi¬ 
larly,  visiting  Western  scholars  make  every  effort  to  get  to  know  the  key 
figure  in  their  research  area  in  the  hope  that  this  person  through  his  infor¬ 
mal  network  will  provide  the  necessary  introductions  to  other  scientists 
working  on  the  same  problem. 

There  is  one  other  type  of  social  information  network  that  has  some 
parallels  with  the  old  boy  network  of  the  West,  but  that  has  been  identified 
as  a  specific  response  to  the  rigidity  of  the  Soviet  bureaucratic  system. 
Crozier  calls  it  “the  primary  group,”67  while  Dawisha  prefers  the  term, 
“family  group.”68  It  is  an  informal  group  of  friends  who  support  and  rein¬ 
force  each  other,  who  are  willing  to  use  their  influence  or  any  other  means 
to  promote  the  members  of  the  group,  and  who  are  ready  to  cover  up  the 
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discrepancies  between  plan  requirements  and  reality  for  the  benefit  of  each 
other.  Clearly,  these  types  of  groups  are  critical  to  maintaining  information 
channels  between  different  bureaucratic  organizations  and  different  levels 
of  the  bureaucracy. 

In  the  published  literature,  the  same  persons  keep  being  named  as  par¬ 
ticipants  in  this  or  that  conference  with  an  environmental  subject  matter, 
and  their  professions  range  from  philosophers  and  journalists  to  geogra¬ 
phers,  scientists,  and  educators.  Gustafson  has  argued  that  “receptiveness 
at  the  top”  gave  Lake  Baikal’s  defenders  the  access  to  media  coverage  and 
lead  policymaking  circles.69  The  links  between  D.  A.  Kunyaev,70  and  the 
protectors  of  Lake  Issyk-Kul’,  and  between  G.  V.  Romanov  and  the  sup¬ 
porters  of  the  dam  on  the  Gulf  of  Finland,  offer  other  examples  of  the 
extension  of  these  groups  to  influential  party  leaders.  On  the  less  visible 
level,  the  author  noted  that  the  senior  members  of  mgu’s  Biology  Depart¬ 
ment  had  contacts  in  Gosplan  and  gknt  and  were  informed  on  matters 
pertaining  to  their  professional  interest.  With  the  traditional  veneration 
given  to  science  and  scientists  and  the  importance  of  science  and  tech¬ 
nology  for  Soviet  economic  development,  there  are  obvious  reasons  for  a 
mutual  cultivation  of  relationships  between  the  scientific  community  and 
the  party  and  government  apparat. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  failure  of  the  Lake  Baikal  supporters  to  prevent 
industrial  development,  like  the  failure  of  Issyk-Kul’s  defenders  to  prevent 
the  construction  of  the  dams,  indicates  a  corresponding  failure  by  environ¬ 
mental  scientists  to  penetrate  existing  “family  groups”  or  to  solidify  new 
ones  to  offset  the  close  ties  between  the  industrial  interests  and  the  Com¬ 
munist  party.  A  partial  explanation  may  lie  in  the  relative  newness  of 
environmental  expertise.  In  view  of  the  present  emphasis  on  environmental 
education  for  all  students  at  all  educational  levels,  the  formation  of  pro- 
environmental  primary  groups  may  be  expected  to  increase.  There  is  little 
doubt  that  they  are  a  major  asset  for  the  environmental  expert  in  his  efforts 
to  dilute  the  overwhelming  industrial  influence  in  policymaking  circles. 

In  Yugoslavia,  informal  associations  akin  to  the  “invisible  colleges”  and 
“family  groups”  also  exist.  However,  their  function  is  somewhat  different. 
In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  regime’s  preoccupation  with  secrecy  poses  prob¬ 
lems  in  the  transmission  of  information  up,  down,  and  across  the  closed 
bureaucratic  hierarchies.  In  Yugoslavia,  where  information  is  more  open, 
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the  groups’  functions  are  more  similar  to  that  of  analogous  Western  groups: 
to  sift  and  coordinate  information  from  multiple  sources.  Since  there  is  far 
less  restriction  of  information,  information  itself  is  not  a  scarce  commodity. 
What  is  scarce  is  the  knowledge  of  which  piece  of  information  is  of  rele¬ 
vance  to  decisionmaking  at  a  given  moment  in  time. 

As  a  guest  of  the  Yugoslav  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Im¬ 
provement  of  the  Environment  in  1981,  the  author  was  introduced  to  spe¬ 
cialists  in  many  different  fields,  all  of  them  associated  with  environmental 
matters.  Most  of  these  specialists  knew  each  other  and  were  aware  of  each 
other’s  work.  Many  were  good  friends.  If  they  were  not  acquainted,  they 
felt  themselves  loosely  associated  in  a  common  endeavor  because  each 
knew  the  secretary  general  of  the  council.  Although  the  hydra  system 
favors  the  concentration  of  networks  in  one  republic,  the  author  observed 
communication  between  Serbian  environmental  specialists  and  colleagues 
from  Macedonia,  Bosnia,  Slovenia,  and  the  Vojvodina.  “Invisible  colleges” 
appeared  to  form  most  easily  between  research  institutes  with  similar  sub¬ 
ject  matter  and  organized  in  a  similar  way,  such  as  exists  in  the  chain  of 
institutes  under  the  health  system  or  the  institutes  attached  to  the  federal 
and  republican  councils  for  environmental  protection  and  territorial  plan¬ 
ning.  Cross-disciplinary  communication  appeared  to  be  weakest  within  the 
state  institutes  and  strongest  within  the  sociopolitical  organizations.  As 
one  environmental  department  head  put  it,  “The  institutes  are  government 
bureaucracies.  In  the  sociopolitical  organizations,  we  are  all  colleagues  and 
friends.” 

An  indication  of  the  growing  strength  of  the  Yugoslav  scientific  networks 
is  the  successful  mobilization  of  the  environmental  expert  community 
across  disciplines  within  the  professional  associations  and  within  the  larger 
organization  of  the  Socialist  Alliance  to  put  pressure  on  the  Federal  Skup- 
stina  (assembly)  to  change  the  legislation  on  the  building  of  the  dam  in  the 
Tara  Canyon.  Not  only  were  the  scientists  organized  among  themselves, 
but  they  were  able  to  use  their  nonscientific  contacts  in  the  other  profes¬ 
sional  associations  to  mobilize  individuals  in  the  social  sciences  and  other 
fields.  Two  organizational  factors  appear  to  have  been  important  to  the 
scientists’  success.  The  first,  noted  in  chapter  5,  is  the  solidarity  between 
the  Communist  chairmen  of  the  professional  organizations,  who  are  bound 
together  by  the  ties  of  party  association.  The  second  is  the  location  of  the 
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Yugoslav  scientific  “gatekeeper.”  The  author’s  field  research  suggested  two 
kinds  of  information  flow  in  Yugoslavia,  one  leading  to  public  policy  deci¬ 
sions,  the  other  channeled  toward  research.  The  “gatekeepers”  of  policy 
information  flow  as  opposed  to  research  information  flow  were  more  apt  to 
be  the  heads  of  the  professional  associations.  Since  the  former  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  implementation  of  party  and  government  decisions  within 
their  organizations,  they  can  alert  association  members  of  pending  policy 
decisions  and  receive  feedback  on  that  decision.  However,  the  Tara  Canyon 
events  demonstrate  that  neither  individual  specialist  networks  nor  the  en¬ 
vironmental  associations  through  their  chairmen  had  sufficient  connections 
with  industrial  interests  to  be  able  to  break  the  party-industrial  tie.  On  the 
contrary,  prior  to  the  initial  decision,  expert  representations  against  the 
building  of  the  dam  were  repeatedly  ignored,  and  reports  of  these  speeches 
were  deliberately  kept  out  of  the  press. 

A  similar  failure  of  primary  group  networking  may  be  noted  in  the  Sava 
River  controversy.  Assuredly,  environmental  scientists  in  all  four  of  the 
republics  along  the  river  were  concerned  about  the  increasing  pollution  of 
the  river.  Yet,  the  group  that  formed  to  take  stock  of  pollution  in  the 
Serbian  portion  of  the  river  was  composed  only  of  Serbian  experts.  And 
the  Serbian  newspapers  made  no  mention  of  expert  cooperation  across  the 
republics,  if  any  indeed  took  place.  The  evidence  thus  suggests  that  the 
“invisible  college”  and  the  “primary  group,”  particularly  in  their  interrepub¬ 
lican  dimensions,  have  yet  to  become  commonplace  in  the  environmental 
policy  arena.  The  general  party  distrust  of  the  specialist  noted  earlier  and 
the  nonintellectual  background  of  most  of  the  party  leadership  offer  only 
partial  explanations.  The  most  critical  may  be  the  failure  of  the  expert 
community  itself  to  realize  the  importance  of  interdisciplinary  and  inter¬ 
republican  communication. 


Costs  and  Benefits 

The  costs  and  benefits  of  expert  involvement  in  environmental  research 
are  similar  to  those  for  their  involvement  in  other  areas,  although  the  nega¬ 
tive  and  positive  peaks  are  probably  not  as  sharp  as  in  the  more  strategic 
research  sectors. 

The  costs  that  the  specialist  incurs  in  assuming  a  position  that  is  con- 
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trary  to  the  official  line  or  violates  the  confidence  laid  upon  him  may  be 
divided  into  two  categories.  The  first  relates  to  social  and  economic  pres¬ 
sures  similar  to  those  identified  by  Schnaiberg  as  operating  on  American 
scientists.  These  include  attacks  on  reputation,  criticism  for  being  non¬ 
objective  or  nonscientific,  loss  of  job  or  demotion,  loss  of  access  to  infor¬ 
mation  or  publication  possibilities.71  The  similarity  in  position  between  the 
Western  and  the  Eastern  specialist  in  this  respect  is  close.  Soviet  scientists 
are  very  sensitive  to  the  dangers  of  taking  an  officially  unacceptable  view 
or  of  violating  the  rules  of  conduct  or  secrecy.  The  year  1980  was  a  low 
point  in  U.S.-Soviet  relations,  and  the  author  found  Soviet  colleagues  most 
circumspect  in  their  dealings  with  her.  While  Yugoslav  scientists  may 
appear  somewhat  less  vulnerable,  they  too  know  that  there  are  limits  to  a 
stubborn  adherence  to  a  policy  unpopular  with  the  leadership.  Yugoslav 
experts  told  the  author  that  the  organization  of  the  opposition  to  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  Tara  River  dam  required  considerable  courage  since  the  deci¬ 
sion  to  build  the  dam  at  the  contested  spot  had  already  been  taken.  Nor¬ 
mally  one  did  not  challenge  the  government  after  a  decision  had  been 
made. 

The  most  important  personal  economic  pressure  on  the  Yugoslav  scien¬ 
tist,  to  which  his  Soviet  counterpart  is  less  subject,  is  the  absence  of  mul¬ 
tiple  opportunities  for  pure  scientific  or  nonapplied  research  in  his  home 
country.  Junior  researchers  in  the  environmental  area  expressed  concern 
over  the  lack  of  institutes  and  funding  for  environmental  research  and 
wanted  to  go  abroad,  particularly  to  the  United  States,  where  the  opportu¬ 
nities  to  work  in  their  chosen  speciality  were  so  much  greater.  The  absence 
of  job  possibilities  and  the  scientific  community’s  attraction  to  work  abroad 
help  explain  the  lack  of  leading  environmental  scientists  in  the  public 
domain  of  the  stature  of  a  Gerasimov,  Lemeshev,  or  Khatchaturov.  It  is 
unfortunate  that  poor  countries  must  bear  the  cost  of  losing  national  talent 
for  want  of  money  to  fund  comprehensive  r&d  programs. 

In  both  countries,  the  costs  can  go  into  a  second  category,  although  the 
risks  are  noticeably  higher  in  the  Soviet  Union.  A  man  of  Sakharov’s 
stature  can  be  publicly  persecuted  and  imprisoned.  A  less  strategically 
important  scientist  can  lose  not  only  his  job,  but  his  apartment,  publishing 
outlets,  trips  abroad,  access  to  Western  goods  and  information,  and  many 
other  privileges  that  his  high-status  position  as  a  scientist  affords  him.  He 
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can  be  ousted  from  his  professional  organization  and  his  career  closed. 
The  fear  of  losing  everything  must  be  considered  a  major  factor  in  keeping 
the  Soviet  expert  oriented  toward  his  narrow  specialty  within  his  minis¬ 
terial  or  Academy  institute  at  the  expense  of  broader  and  more  controver¬ 
sial  issues.  This  fear  in  turn  reinforces  the  political  power  of  the  supervising 
ministries,  the  continuation  of  secrecy,  and  the  compartmentalization  of 
information. 

In  Yugoslavia,  there  is  considerably  greater  freedom  of  expression.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Belgrade  Trial  in  1984  and  1985  served  to  alert  the  intellectual 
community  that  arbitrary  symbolic  arrests  and  punishment  had  not  dis¬ 
appeared  from  the  Yugoslav  scene.  Although  the  immediate  result  of  the 
trial  was  to  increase  public  discussion  over  the  future  of  Yugoslavia,  the 
sentencing  of  three  intellectuals  demonstrated  that  those  who  come  out  in 
defense  of  individuals  or  ideas  in  disfavor  with  the  leadership  still  run 
significant  risks.72 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  benefits  of  not  becoming  involved  in  controver¬ 
sial  issues  and  of  picking  the  “right”  research  area  are  clear.  According  to 
Zhores  Medvedev,  military  research  institutes  along  with  the  Academy 
of  Sciences  are  considered  first-category  research  organizations  of  special 
national  importance.  Salaries,  research  facilities,  and  living  conditions 
within  the  military  are  higher  than  elsewhere,  encouraging  scientists  to 
want  to  work  there,  notwithstanding  the  severe  restrictions  on  the  publica¬ 
tion  of  scientific  papers  and  on  private  life.73  Next  in  terms  of  benefits 
comes  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  then  the  universities  and  the  research 
institutes  of  the  branch  organizations.  Despite  the  growing  number  of  en¬ 
vironmental  scientists,  the  weight  of  expert  research  and  advice  in  the 
Soviet  Union  is  concentrated  in  those  areas  related  to  military,  industrial, 
and  energy  production.  According  to  Nolting  and  Feshbach’s  figures,  in 
1 973  43  percent  of  all  scientific  workers  worked  in  the  branch  scientific 
institutes  as  compared  with  9  percent  in  the  Academy  of  Sciences,  and  80 
percent  of  all  experts  employed  in  the  branch  ministries  and  agencies  at 
that  time  were  working  in  the  critical  energy  and  industrial  areas.74 

The  aspiring  scientist  is  not  likely  to  want  to  lose  his  perks  for  an  uncer¬ 
tain  environmental  cause.  Those  who  publicly  come  out  and  disagree,  as  in 
the  case  of  Lake  Baikal,75  tend  to  be  senior  scientists  of  known  reputation. 
The  political  arm-twisting  that  can  occur  even  at  this  level  of  the  scientific 
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hierarchy  is  seen  in  the  final  report  of  the  Academy  of  Sciences’  Lake 
Baikal  Commission  appointed  by  gknt  in  1977  to  review  the  lake’s  status. 
Allegedly,  the  commission  submitted  three  negative-reports  before  a  more 
positive  fourth  was  found  “acceptable”  to  the  government  leadership.76 
The  risks  involved  in  straying  too  far  from  the  accepted  party  line  reinforce 
the  Soviet  expert’s  commitment  to  a  narrow  specialty  area.  Here  he  may 
give  his  technical  opinion  freely  and  in  the  process  try  to  exert  influence  in 
his  own  limited  area  of  expertise. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  opportunities  to  work,  consume,  and  travel  abroad 
are  distributed  more  evenly  among  the  population,  and  the  scientist’s  privi¬ 
leges  are  not  as  marked  as  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Yugoslavia  has  yet  to 
commit  itself  to  an  investment  in  science  that  might  yield  the  Yugoslav 
specialist  the  status  now  enjoyed  by  his  Soviet  counterpart.  The  principal 
benefit  is  financial,  in  the  form  of  higher  pay.  Since  the  main  sources  of 
funding  come  from  government  and  industrial  contracts,  the  Yugoslav 
specialist  is  under  pressure  both  to  do  research  and  to  publish  findings 
acceptable  to  those  two  groups.  In  this  aspect,  he  is  more  susceptible  to  the 
kind  of  pressure  identified  in  category  one.  The  locus  of  this  pressure  en¬ 
courages  specialists  to  select  their  causes  carefully  and  to  band  together  on 
those  issues  capable  of  arousing  both  domestic  and  international  public 
opinion.  The  international  dimension  seems  to  be  particularly  important 
in  encouraging  proenvironmental  scientific  action.  If  scientists  are  not  tire¬ 
less  champions  of  the  environment  in  Yugoslavia,  it  may  be  that  the  pre¬ 
vailing  political  climate  of  distrust  of  scientific  advice  dissuades  specialists 
from  expending  their  rather  limited  political  capital  on  small  causes.  It  is 
far  more  cost-effective  to  devote  one’s  effort  to  a  representative  issue  sym¬ 
bolic  of  the  general  environmental  problem,  such  as  the  Tara  dam. 

A  second  benefit  is  the  special  kinds  of  rewards  derived  from  the  experts’ 
obvious  control  over  sources  of  information:  the  prestige  of  involvement 
and  the  power  that  an  expert  acquires  from  becoming  adviser  to  the  power 
holders.  The  two  are  interconnected.  Kolbasov’s  Department  of  Environ¬ 
mental  Law  was  asked  to  draft  the  air  pollution  law.  The  Yugoslav  Federal 
Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment  annually 
evaluates  the  most  serious  environmental  problems  facing  the  country  and 
submits  recommendations  for  legislation  to  the  Federal  Skupstina.  To  be 
an  adviser  to  the  centers  of  power  enhances  the  specialist’s  reputation  in 
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his  field,  and  he  is  much  sought  after  by  those  seeking  to  rise  in  his  profes¬ 
sion.  Service  in  one  area  brings  nomination  for  a  higher  service  in  another 
or  appointment  to  a  choice  administrative  post.  And  the  expert  has  the 
inner  satisfaction  of  knowing  his  advice  counts  when  important  policy 
decisions  in  his  field  are  being  made. 

The  experience  of  expert  power  is  heightened  in  the  Soviet  Union  where 
knowledge  is  privileged.  The  practice  of  gift  giving  is  concrete  evidence 
that  the  “gatekeeper”  has  access  to  information  that  no  one  else  may  have, 
and  his  favor  must  be  sought  to  obtain  it.  Information  scarcity  enables  the 
Soviet  expert  to  play,  to  a  much  greater  degree  than  in  the  West,  the  role  of 
information  broker.  In  Yugoslavia,  a  specialist  plays  a  similar  role  through 
his  inside  knowledge  of  party  attitudes  toward  developments  in  his  special 
area.  In  both  countries,  the  absence  of  any  real  competition  over  informa¬ 
tion  means  that  an  expert  who  advises  the  decisionmakers  has  a  monopoly 
on  the  information  required  in  his  field  to  make  that  decision.  This  mo¬ 
nopoly  becomes  more  solid  in  direct  proportion  to  the  growth  of  his  knowl¬ 
edge  of  privileged  information  and  influence  with  the  decisionmakers.  In 
the  Soviet  Union,  his  position  is  reinforced  by  the  legal  delegation  of  ex¬ 
pertise.  The  benefits  derived  from  the  practice  of  expert  power  obviously 
encourage  accommodation  to  the  prevailing  political  line.  There  are  few  in 
any  society  who  would  give  up  the  sense  of  “making  things  happen”  for 
the  support  of  a  politically  unpopular  environmental  issue.77 

Finally,  there  is  the  personal  satisfaction  of  trying  to  build  a  better  world 
in  which  to  live.  This  factor  should  not  be  underestimated  in  understanding 
why  experts  engage  in  environmental  politics.  While  that  satisfaction  must 
be  traded  off  against  the  possibility  of  severe  costs,  the  costs  have  clearly 
not  been  perceived  as  so  prohibitive  as  to  prevent  the  environmental  spe¬ 
cialists  from  entering  the  political  arena.  Both  societies  offer  tangible  mate¬ 
rial  and  psychological  rewards  for  those  interested  in  the  pursuit  of  science, 
and  the  increasing  number  of  environmental  experts  indicates  the  attrac¬ 
tiveness  of  the  environmental  field.  In  addition  to  these  more  personal 
considerations,  public  awareness  of  environmental  degradation  in  the  So¬ 
viet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  is  increasing,  and  with  it  the  opportunities  to 
advance  a  cause  that  socialism  is  deemed  to  solve  best  and  that  has  few 
political  enemies.  The  balance  sheet  of  costs  and  benefits  for  the  engage- 
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ment  of  the  environmental  specialist  in  environmental  politics  would  seem 
to  favor  engagement. 


Strategies 

The  strategies  of  environmental  experts  may  be  divided  into  five  groups, 
all  of  which  are  directed  toward  maximizing  the  regulatory  principle  to 
build  power  and  influence.  Because  experts  are  involved  in  all  phases  of 
policymaking,  the  division  of  strategies  between  policy  input  and  imple¬ 
mentation  is  not  appropriate  to  the  discussion  and  will  not  be  used  here. 

Broadening  the  scope  of  the  planning  and  legislative  process.  As  in  the 
Western  countries,  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  environmental  experts  are  present 
at  all  stages  of  the  legislative  process.  But  it  is  important  to  note  the  dif¬ 
ferences.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  top  party  officials  and  key  ministers  formu¬ 
late  a  general  policy  in  response  to  demands  from  the  ministries  and  other 
agencies,  and  they  delegate  the  responsibility  of  concretizing  the  policy  to 
state  organs  essentially  of  their  own  choosing.  In  Yugoslavia,  policy  is 
initiated  at  the  federal  level  by  the  Federal  Executive  Council  and  at  the 
republican  level  by  the  republican  executive  council.78  Policy  proposals  at 
the  federal  level  are  the  result  of  negotiation  and  bargaining  between  the 
republican  party  and  government  leaders  at  the  federal  level.  At  the  repub¬ 
lican  level,  policy  proposals  are  negotiated  between  republican  party  offi¬ 
cials  and  government  leaders  in  response  to  demands  from  the  sociopoliti¬ 
cal  organizations  and  industrial  groups.  In  both  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
cases,  the  legislature  does  not  make  policy.  Rather,  the  laws  are  the  em¬ 
bodiment  of  policy  that  has  been  previously  determined.  By  consequence, 
the  participation  of  experts  tends  to  be  delegated  and  co-opted;  nonstruc- 
tured  participation  is  rare. 

In  the  USSR,  the  delegation  of  legislative  and  planning  tasks  to  the 
bureaucracies  favors  the  narrow  in-house  expert  with  detailed  knowledge 
of  his  particular  area  as  it  relates  to  his  organization’s  functions  and  objec¬ 
tives.  Middle-level  specialists  may  participate  in  drafting  legislation,  as  did 
those  at  the  Institute  of  State  and  Law  in  drafting  the  1980  Air  Quality 
Control  Law,  but  it  is  carried  forward  and  supported  by  senior-level 
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bureaucrats.  One-party  dominance  and  control  through  “democratic  cen¬ 
tralism”  concentrates  the  discussion  within  those  groups  who  have  the 
jurisdiction  to  decide,  while  delegation  ensures  that  as  a  rule,  only  those 
experts  are  co-opted  into  the  decisionmaking  circle  who  have  official 
standing  as  representatives  of  the  interested  bureaucratic  parties  and  have 
competence  to  advise  on  the  scientific  technicalities  of  the  decision. 

Vanneman’s  research  indicates  a  high  level  of  expert  participation  in  the 
drafting  subcommissions  of  the  Supreme  Soviet’s  Legislative  Proposals 
Committee  (lpc).  In  the  subcommissions  that  drafted  the  fundamental 
legislation  on  water  resources  and  the  fundamental  forestry  law,  20  per¬ 
cent  and  37.5  percent  of  the  memberships  respectively  were  “scientific 
workers.”79  While  assuredly  specialists  support  their  bureaucratic  superiors 
in  the  event  of  controversy,  their  very  presence  is  an  indication  of  influence. 
When  views  cannot  be  reconciled,  as  happened  when  talks  stalled  over 
regulations  regarding  the  elimination  of  timber-floating  down  the  Siberian 
rivers,80  a  conference  may  be  called  where  experts  argue  the  technical  as¬ 
pects  of  their  chiefs’  positions.  Experts  in  the  administrative  or  legislative 
drafting  committees  may  have  special  influence  on  the  final  legislative 
product.  During  the  discussion  of  the  draft  of  the  1980  air  pollution  law, 
specialists  at  the  Institute  of  State  and  Law  achieved  two  of  their  primary 
objectives.  Goskomgidromet  was  made  the  chief,  if  not  sole,  environmen¬ 
tal  monitoring  agency,  and  noise  was  included  as  an  air  pollutant  in  the 
final  act.81 

The  delegation  and  co-opting  of  expertise  in  the  policy  input  stage  make 
it  virtually  impossible  for  other  experts  who  might  have  an  interest  in  the 
policy  to  become  involved.  Even  if  secrecy  were  not  a  Soviet  preoccupa¬ 
tion,  the  non-co-opted  expert  would  not  have  the  same  access  to  the  in¬ 
formation  utilized  in  making  the  policy  as  his  co-opted  colleague,  and  the 
timelag  in  acquiring  it  would  eliminate  his  chance  of  mounting  a  counter¬ 
attack.  The  delegated  institutions  monopolize  the  decisionmaking  process 
in  the  delegated  area  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  parties.82  The  practice 
encourages  consensus  and  accommodation  among  the  participating  experts 
while  eliminating  critics.  The  participants  are  eager  to  continue  their  in¬ 
volvement  in  policy  decisions,  as  it  enhances  their  personal  prestige,  and 
they  are  understandably  reluctant  to  raise  issues  opposed  to  the  policy  at 
hand.  The  critics  will  never  be  heard.  Through  the  1972  and  1978  joint 
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resolutions  on  strengthening  the  environment,  the  USSR  Academy  of 
Sciences  is  the  only  institution  party  to  virtually  every  policy  decision  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  environment.  Given  this  unique  position,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  the  Academy  institutes  have  emerged  as  the  strongest  champions  of 
the  environment.  Not  employed  by  a  ministry  interested  in  exploiting  or 
managing  a  natural  resource,  specialists  in  the  Academy  institutes  can  take 
a  longer,  less  instrumental  view  of  environmental  protection  than  can  their 
colleagues  in  the  resource  ministries  whose  jobs  depend  on  validating  re¬ 
source  development. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  delegation  of  expert  authority  tends  to  replace 
the  Western  politics  of  expert  bargaining  with  the  politics  of  institutional 
and  self-promotion.  When  the  specialist’s  recommendation  is  given  official 
approval,  in  effect  it  becomes  the  policy.  While  the  party  and  government 
leadership  has  the  option  to  adopt  or  not  to  adopt  a  given  solution,  the 
institute  director  or  his  superior  organization  also  has  the  option  of  trying 
to  persuade  the  leadership  that  its  solution  is  appropriate.  As  the  successful 
sponsor  of  objective  pollution  norms,  Iurii  Izrael  is  now  head  of  the  lead 
agency  responsible  for  the  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  the  standards  he 
promoted.  As  one  bureaucracy  advances  up  the  promotional  ladder,  there 
are  others  ready  to  take  over  should  an  institution  falter.  The  rise  and 
partial  fall  of  the  Ministry  of  Power  and  Electrification  is  a  case  in  point. 
From  the  decade-long  struggle  between  the  Power  Ministry,  Minrybkhoz 
(the  Ministry  of  the  Fishing  Industry),  and  Minvodkhoz  (the  Ministry 
of  Land  Reclamation  and  Water  Resources)  over  jurisdictional  turf  in 
water  management,  Minvodkhoz  emerged  as  the  officially  designated  lead 
organ.83 

In  Yugoslavia,  decentralization  makes  it  difficult  for  experts  to  acquire 
the  same  degree  of  far-reaching  influence  and  status  as  some  of  their  Soviet 
colleagues,  since  their  expertise  is  confined  to  a  small  territory.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  expert  “monopolism”  exists.  Experts  provide  input  at  critical  stages  of 
the  policy  process.  The  first  is  during  the  setting  of  the  legislative  agenda. 
The  primary  sponsors  of  the  legislative  program  are  the  federal  and  repub¬ 
lican  executive  councils.  However,  in  drawing  up  their  program  of  work, 
the  councils  not  only  consider  the  program  and  previous  position  of  the 
party  and  government  organs,  but  also  the  “action”  statements  of  the  socio¬ 
political  organizations,  including  the  professional  associations.  Each  asso- 
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ciation  is  required  to  present  a  program,  generally  at  the  end  of  the  year. 
As  these  programs  give  the  professional  association’s  opinion  on  legislative 
action  needed  in  the  association’s  particular  field  of  expertise,  membership 
in  these  associations  enables  the  specialists  to  have  a  direct  input  into 
setting  the  public  policy  agenda.  A  case  in  point  is  the  1984  action  program 
of  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Envi¬ 
ronment,  which  urged  that  appropriate  measures  be  taken  in  1985  in  the 
areas  of  water  quality,  the  chemical  pollution  of  food,  and  conservation  of 
agricultural  land. 

The  second  opportunity  for  input  is  in  the  drafting  stage.  Yugoslavia  has 
adopted  a  two-track  drafting  system.  The  first  track,  which  is  highly  politi¬ 
cal,  consists  of  bargaining  between  the  interested  industrial  and  territorial 
parties.  The  second  track  is  the  process  whereby  specific  institutes  or 
groups  of  institutes  sign  contracts  to  develop  long-term  plans  or  concrete 
legislative  and  planning  proposals  and  form  special  internal  commissions 
for  drafting  texts.  As  Burg  notes,  these  groups  always  work  under  political 
supervision  and  maintain  contact  with  the  appropriate  responsible  party 
and  state  organs.  The  draft  proposal  constitutes  the  basis  for  the  subse¬ 
quent  bartering  and  negotiation  in  the  assembly  by  which  agreement  is 
reached  to  pass  a  law.  In  addition,  experts  are  co-opted  to  participate  in 
the  work  of  both  chambers’  permanent  committees  as  nonvoting  mem¬ 
bers.84  As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  expert  has  become  a  necessary  adjunct 
of  the  legislative  process. 

Expert  participation  at  the  local  opstina  level  differs  little  from  that  at 
the  federal  or  republican  levels.  Through  their  professional  associations, 
experts  advise  on  needed  legislation.  A  consulting  institute  contracts  to 
draft  the  required  legislation,  such  as  a  regional  territorial  plan.  It  presents 
the  draft  to  the  assembly,  where  it  is  referred  to  a  subcommittee  for  study. 
Interestingly,  the  draft  of  a  territorial  plan  is  not  usually  made  public  for 
the  community  to  study,  nor  is  there  a  referendum  on  its  adoption.  Since 
all  the  local  organizations  are  technically  represented  through  the  delegate 
system  in  the  assembly,  all  the  relevant  interests  are  legally  considered  to 
have  been  consulted.85  The  assembly  votes  on  the  final  document. 

The  ability  of  the  Yugoslav  system  of  contracted  expertise  to  enhance 
the  power  of  certain  specialists  and  to  exclude  others  in  individual  policy 
decisions  is  well  demonstrated  in  the  controversy  over  the  Tara  River  dam. 
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Conservation  experts  were  not  among  the  consultants  under  contract  with 
the  Federal  Council  of  the  Republics  and  Provinces  to  draft  the  original 
hydrodevelopment  plan.  Excluded  from  the  drafting  process,  the  environ¬ 
mental  specialists  tried  unsuccessfully  to  exert  influence  by  taking  their 
case  to  the  public  before  the  enabling  legislation  was  passed.  The  con¬ 
tracting  agency  held  the  inside  monopoly  position.  Once  the  draft  became 
law,  the  environmentalists  could  no  longer  question  the  basic  plan,  although 
they  could  and  did  generate  enough  pressure  to  force  the  Federal  Council 
to  modify  its  decision. 

The  Tara  River  dam  was  a  setback  to  the  environmental  specialists,  but 
it  does  not  detract  from  their  progress  in  utilizing  the  legislative  and  plan¬ 
ning  process  to  expand  their  influence.  In  both  countries,  the  regulations 
requiring  expert  consultation  or  monitoring  by  environmental  specialists 
have  proliferated.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  one  may  cite  the  1972  and  1978 
joint  resolutions,  the  1978  granting  of  greater  authority  to  gknt  and  the 
Academy  of  Sciences  in  overall  identification  of  environmental  problems, 
and  the  1980  Soviet  air  quality  law.  In  Yugoslavia,  there  are  the  moni¬ 
toring  regulations  in  the  air  and  water  laws  and  the  planning  requirement 
that  industries  engaged  in  new  development  and  seeking  loans  must  plan 
the  necessary  environmental  controls.  Even  the  Sava  River  controversy 
may  result  in  a  more  permanent  official  organization  of  expert  involvement 
in  water  management,  if  the  establishment  of  an  independent  water  moni¬ 
toring  agency  becomes  federal  law.  The  danger  in  this  expanded  influence 
is  the  absorption  of  expert  influence  in  legislative  and  planning  techni¬ 
calities  at  the  expense  of  the  global  environmental  policy  issues. 

“ Knowledge  is  power.”  The  second  strategy  is  based  on  the  specialists’ 
recognition  of  their  control  over  new  information.  Decisionmakers  cannot 
afford  not  to  consult  expert  opinion,  even  when  they  plan  to  disregard  it. 
In  the  environmental  area,  Soviet  experts  appear  to  have  utilized  this 
strategy  to  better  advantage  than  their  Yugoslav  counterparts,  partly  be¬ 
cause  environmental  management  is  better  organized  in  the  USSR  and 
partly  because  their  role  in  it  is  more  clearly  defined. 

Soviet  specialists  have  been  effective  in  many  areas.  To  the  natural  scien¬ 
tists  and  the  geographers  goes  the  credit  of  placing  the  environment  on 
the  public  agenda  by  describing  the  seriousness  of  the  country’s  ecological 
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problems  and  advising  the  leadership  of  the  limits  of  unscrupulous  eco¬ 
nomic  exploitation.  Their  efforts  produced  the  change  in  leadership  atti¬ 
tudes  toward  conservation  and  resource  use  in  the  seventies  and  won  a  per¬ 
manent  place  for  these  issues  in  policymaking  circles.  Foremost  among  the 
early  environmental  activists  were  Gerasimov,  Lebedev,  and  Preobrazhen- 
skii  of  the  Academy’s  Institute  of  Geography  and  Vorob’iev  and  Belov  of 
the  Institute  of  the  Geography  of  Siberia  and  the  Far  East.  The  Institute 
of  Geography  in  fact  was  the  pioneer  in  environmental  research  through 
a  program  started  in  1962  to  investigate  the  interrelationship  of  human 
disease  with  the  human  environment.86 

The  social  and  natural  scientists  together  were  responsible  for  providing 
the  Soviet  Union  with  an  impressive  edifice  of  environmental  standards, 
ranging  from  the  common  and  widely  used  ambient  and  emission  norms 
to  the  more  sophisticated  standard  proposed  by  Pavel  Oldak,  the  ecological 
quality  of  technology.  In  the  development  of  the  norm  system,  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  professionals  have  become  the  arbiters  of  how  “clean”  the  en¬ 
vironment  should  be.  Because  of  the  lack  of  real  legislative  activity  in 
policy  proposal  and  adoption,  the  battle  over  norm  levels  typical  of  the 
U.S.  Congress  is  totally  absent  from  the  Soviet  scene.  With  no  strong 
political  opposition  from  industry,  Soviet  specialists  have  been  able  to  set 
optimum  norms,  but  under  current  conditions  these  have  proved  impos¬ 
sible  to  meet.  To  avoid  compromising  their  optimum  goal,  they  have  had 
to  recognize  the  principle  of  an  intermediary  temporary  norm.  One  may 
argue  that  optimum  goals  are  useless.  Basically,  the  decision  is  one  of  costs 
versus  benefits  in  terms  of  the  amount  one  is  willing  to  pay  for  a  certain 
level  of  pollution.87  But  Soviet  environmental  management  is  regulatory 
and  delegated.  In  their  official  role  as  specialists  without  the  intervention  of 
conflicting  expert  views  from  industry,  Soviet  scientists  have,  in  effect,  sold 
the  decisionmakers  the  concept  of  optimum  standards.  As  one  young  re¬ 
searcher  proudly  told  the  author,  Soviet  norms  are  more  numerous  and 
higher  than  anywhere  else  in  the  world.  In  Yugoslavia,  by  contrast,  self¬ 
management  automatically  imposes  concerns  about  cost,  and  Yugoslav 
specialists  have  recommended  adoption  of  pollution  levels  within  the  range 
of  those  deemed  obtainable  in  Western  Europe  and  the  United  States. 

Environmental  economists  may  feel  that  their  influence  over  the  plan¬ 
ning  and  legislative  process  is  debatable.  The  fact  remains  that  they  are 
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setting  the  parameters  of  the  discussion.  They  have  brought  onto  the  public 
agenda  the  fundamental  issues  of  the  assignment  of  economic  value  to 
“externalities”  and  the  correlation  of  environmental  conditions  with  “the 
human  factor”  in  the  economy.  What  is  more,  they  have  shown  great  inge¬ 
nuity  in  proposing  highly  innovative  solutions.  Although  all  have  been 
framed  within  the  constraints  of  the  ideology,  they  attempt  to  produce 
environmental  improvements  through  economic  autoregulation  rather  than 
through  the  existing  clumsy  system  of  administrative  rulemaking.  Khacha- 
turov,  Gofman,  and  Gusev  have  proposed  different  strategies  for  integrat¬ 
ing  the  environmental  component  into  the  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness 
of  capital  investment,  Khachaturov  by  distinguishing  between  “losses  pre¬ 
vented”  and  “residual  damage,”  and  the  latter  two  by  applying  coefficients 
of  damage  per  unit  of  effluent.  Gofman  and  Gusev  jointly  have  also  devised 
a  formula  for  measuring  environmental  investment  inputs  by  determining 
the  economic  and  social  costs  of  not  applying  environmental  controls  and 
comparing  these  with  the  expense  of  installing  the  requisite  environmental 
technology.  N.  N.  Loiter  has  attempted  to  evaluate  the  social  effectiveness 
of  the  costs  of  individual  environmental  controls  by  measuring  the  growth 
of  labor  productivity,  decrease  in  illness,  and  various  demographic  indi¬ 
cators.  At  the  first  U.S./USSR  Environmental  Economics  Symposium 
(1978),  O.  F.  Balatskii  of  Kharkov  Polytechnical  Institute  proposed  a 
methodology  for  determining  economic  damage  resulting  from  environ¬ 
mental  degradation  and  for  measuring  the  interconnection  between  expen¬ 
ditures  for  environmental  protection  and  the  level  of  pollution,  using  a 
model  describing  four  types  of  damage  ( ushcherb ).88 

The  assignment  of  a  value  to  natural  resources  is  a  controversial  issue 
that  has  had  its  defenders  and  opponents,  but  the  number  of  defenders  is 
on  the  increase.  M.  T.  Meleshkin  has  argued  that  the  concept  of  free  gifts 
from  nature  can  only  obtain  in  a  situation  of  unlimited  natural  resources.89 
But  while  there  may  be  general  agreement  that  value  should  be  assigned, 
there  is  no  agreement  on  whether  resource  users  should  pay  for  every 
measured  unit  of  resource  used.  Gofman,  among  others,  has  been  a  strong 
advocate  of  pollution  payments.90  He  has  also  proposed  that  enterprises  be 
charged  a  resource  user  fee  giving  them  the  right  to  deplete  specific  natural 
resources.  The  enterprise  would  further  pay  for  holding  resource  use  within 
specified  parameters  in  the  form  of  a  resource  conservation  fee.  By  manipu- 
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lating  the  ratio  between  the  payments  for  resource  use  and  resource  con¬ 
servation,  the  state  would  have  an  economic  means  of  controlling  the  rate 
at  which  resources  were  being  depleted  or  regenerated,  while  at  the  same 
time  providing  an  economic  instrument  to  encourage  conservation.91  The 
Soviet  government  has  taken  a  first  step  in  the  direction  proposed  by  Gof- 
man  by  introducing  the  water  fee  mentioned  in  chapter  3.  In  the  early 
1 970s,  two  Soviet  economists  proposed  a  methodology  for  determining  the 
economic  loss  of  a  resource  reserve  based  on  a  concept  of  marginal  profit¬ 
ability  (differential  rent).  That  concept  was  incorporated  into  the  Standard 
Methodological  Instructions,  which  were  approved  by  the  State  Mining 
Technical  Inspectorate  of  the  USSR  in  March  1972.92 

Last  but  not  least,  Soviet  economists  may  not  yet  have  obtained  the 
adoption  of  their  mathematical  environmental-economic  models  as  legal 
planning  instruments,  but  they  have  succeeded  in  getting  the  concept  ac¬ 
cepted  in  Soviet  thinking  about  planning  and  development.  Brezhnev’s 
multipurpose  ( kompleksnyi  as  opposed  to  single-purpose)  development 
strategy  borrowed  from  the  ideas  of  Leontiev,  Lemeshev,  and  Gusev. 
Again,  Leontiev  and  Ford’s  concept  of  comprehensive  planning93  was  the 
seminal  idea  behind  the  idea  of  the  territorial-industrial  complex  (tic) 
elaborated  by  economic  geographers  G.  M.  Krizhanovsky  and  I.  G.  Alex¬ 
androv.  The  Institute  of  Economics  and  Industrial  Organization  of  the 
Siberian  Branch  of  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  has  been  mainly  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  mathematical  elaboration  of  the  concept  in  collaboration 
with  the  Siberian  divisions  of  the  All-Union  Academy  of  Agricultural 
Sciences  and  the  USSR  Academy  of  Medicine.  The  outcome  of  the  work 
was  the  completion  of  Siberia  Program,  a  comprehensive  program  for  the 
development  of  Siberia  through  its  division  into  three  regions,  each  with 
their  network  of  tics.  Unfortunately,  however,  Leontiev’s  proposed  bal¬ 
ancing  of  ecological  and  economic  needs  does  not  seem  to  have  become  an 
integral  part  of  either  tic  planning  or  research.94 

The  fourth  area  where  Soviet  environmental  experts  have  made  a  con¬ 
tribution  is  in  addressing  the  problems  posed  by  the  implementation  of 
environmental  policy.  The  legal  profession  has  been  particularly  strong  in 
this  area.  In  part,  the  environmental  regulations  and  legal  amendments  of 
the  late  1970s  were  a  response  to  the  jurists’  complaint  that  the  laws  were 
not  tough  or  precise  enough.  For  example,  the  legal  literature  contains 


252 


The  Experts 


numerous  studies  on  the  problem  of  evaluating  environmental  damage  and 
assigning  an  appropriate  monetary  sum  for  damage  restitution.95  A  Su¬ 
preme  Court  decision  in  1977  ruled  that  damage  caused  by  mineral  re¬ 
source  users  on  agricultural  land  could  be  liquidated  by  the  payment  of  a 
sum  equal  to  a  calculation  of  all  necessary  expenses  that  would  be  involved 
in  the  restoration  of  the  land’s  previous  level  of  fertility.96  The  Ukrainian 
jurist  Shemshuchenko  has  contributed  to  defining  environmental  criminal 
liability  and  accountability  and  is  an  advocate  of  heavy  fines  to  deter 
crime.97 

These  examples  are  sufficient  to  indicate  the  scope  of  the  Soviet  envi¬ 
ronmental  experts’  contributions  in  environmental  policymaking.  There 
can  be  little  question  that  they  have  had  an  impact  in  gathering  the  crucial 
scientific  data,  in  strengthening  and  rationalizing  legislation,  and  in  formu¬ 
lating  economic  instruments  for  the  planning  process.  Where  their  control 
of  knowledge  has  exerted  less  influence  over  decisions  has  been  in  areas 
that  challenge  existing  economic  and  administrative  arrangements.  Never¬ 
theless,  the  record  of  environmental  legislation  and  regulation  during  the 
seventies  indicates  a  progressive  shift  toward  more  precise  and  less  arbi¬ 
trary  environmental  legislation  and  more  procedural  requirements  for  ex¬ 
pert  consultation.  The  provision  of  expert  advice  has  become  formally 
institutionalized.  Knowledge  has  proved  to  be,  if  not  a  guaranteed  power 
builder,  at  least  a  handy  tool  for  influence. 

There  is  little  evidence  that  “knowledge  is  power”  has  been  as  effective 
in  increasing  expert  input  into  Yugoslav  environmental  policymaking. 
With  theoretical  solutions  and  pollution  control  devices  coming  from  the 
West,  the  experts  have  yet  to  find  a  home  market  for  their  ideas.  More 
important,  economic  issues  have  been  and  remain  the  leadership’s  primary 
concern.  Expertise  in  energy  or  economic  development  is  clearly  more  in 
demand  than  environmental  specialists.  Few  Yugoslav  economists  do  re¬ 
search  in  environmentally  related  economic  issues. 

There  are  signs  that  the  situation  may  be  changing.  The  two  reports  on 
the  status  of  the  environment  in  Yugoslavia  that  have  been  cited  through¬ 
out  this  study  are  one  indication.  The  mobilization  of  expert  opinion  for 
the  preservation  of  the  Tara  River  Canyon  is  another.  The  research  findings 
being  published  in  Covek  i  zivotna  sredina  are  a  third.  Proenvironmental 
experts  may  also  be  beginning  to  make  greater  use  of  public  occasions  to 
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address  environmental  issues.  In  June  1985,  Milivoje  Todorovic,  the  newly 
elected  secretary  general  of  the  Union  of  Engineers  and  Technicians  of 
Yugoslavia,  called  for  a  graduated  pollution  charge  at  a  conference  on 
“The  Meaning  of  Environmental  Health  in  General  and  for  National  De¬ 
fense  in  Particular”  attended  by  party  leaders  and  senior  military  officers. 
Todorovic  proposed  that  the  charge  be  integrated  into  product  and  service 
pricing.  The  more  a  firm  polluted,  the  higher  the  pollution  charge.  A  firm 
that  installed  pollution  controls  would  pay  no  charge,  and  thus  its  products 
would  be  more  competitive  in  price  than  those  of  its  polluting  rival.  To¬ 
dorovic  further  suggested  that  the  charge  on  the  single  polluter  be  extended 
into  a  system  of  charges  to  cover  an  entire  ecological  system,  such  as  the 
Sava  River  basin.  If  every  polluter  on  the  river  cleaned  up  his  pollution, 
he  argued,  Belgrade  would  not  have  to  install  the  multibillion-dinar  water 
treatment  plant  it  now  must  build  to  provide  safe  drinking  water  for  the 
city.98  Initiatives  such  as  these  suggest  a  growing  awareness  among  experts 
that  knowledge  can  and  in  fact  should  be  used  to  build  influence. 

At  the  implementation  level,  “knowledge  is  power”  becomes  virtually 
institutionalized  in  both  countries.  The  application  of  norms  or  pollution 
control  technologies,  land-use  development,  and  regional  planning  require 
experts  to  implement  them.  More  research  is  needed  before  we  can  answer 
with  any  degree  of  certainty  whether  such  expert  advice  is  routinely  ac¬ 
cepted  by  local  governments  and  responsible  administrators,  but  there  is 
no  reason  to  believe  that  advice  required  by  law  would  be  systematically 
flouted.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  evidence  to  the  con¬ 
trary  in  the  planning  of  cities,  the  adoption  of  centralized  heating  systems, 
the  shift  from  coal  to  oil  in  the  major  urban  centers,  and  the  diffusion  of 
environmental  standards  and  procedures.  In  Yugoslavia,  there  has  been  no 
charge  that  specialist  advice  has  been  neglected.  Rather,  the  critics  accuse 
the  experts  of  failing  to  give  the  advice  that  would  enable  communities  to 
take  the  proper  action.99  Where  that  advice  has  been  relevant  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  at  hand,  as  at  Lake  Palic,  or  Lake  Ohrid,  it  has  been  utilized.  In  both 
countries,  experts  are  using  their  control  of  knowledge  to  demand  that 
expert  advice  be  more  comprehensive  in  its  approach  to  a  particular  prob¬ 
lem,  whether  through  team  consultation  as  taught  at  Belgrade’s  Center 
for  Multidisciplinary  Studies  or  through  more  interbranch  and  interinsti¬ 
tute  cooperation  as  advocated  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Pavel  Oldak  ruefully 
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commented  that  “there  is  not  one  research  institute  in  (our)  country  that 
could  handle  a  major  economic  and  ecological  problem  on  its  own.” 100 

“ Don 't  rock  the  boat.  ”  Once  again,  the  Soviet  experts  have  been  more 
successful  with  this  strategy  than  their  Yugoslav  colleagues.  In  all  coun¬ 
tries,  bureaucrats  appear  to  prefer  expert  advice  that  does  not  challenge 
their  bureaucratic  position.  Rich  has  found  that  information  that  serves 
this  function  is  limited  in  scope  and  provided  by  experts  with  a  reputation 
for  credibility  and  professionalism  who  have  established  a  good  informal 
working  relationship  with  the  decisionmakers.101  The  insistence  on  a  single 
ideology  makes  heavy  demands  on  professional  credibility  and  strong  work 
ties.  Because  of  its  greater  centralization,  the  centipede  more  clearly  defines 
the  boundaries  of  political  acceptibility,  and  environmental  experts  have 
been  able  to  utilize  those  limits  to  maximize  the  strategic  value  of  their 
advice.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  political  conflict  between  the  republics  gives 
experts  much  wider  latitude  in  formulating  expert  proposals.  But  this 
greater  freedom  has  prevented  the  focusing  of  specialist  advice  on  the  nar¬ 
row  type  of  problem-solving  most  welcomed  by  bureaucrats  and  conducive 
to  building  confidence.  The  Yugoslav  experts’  willingness  to  “rock  the 
boat”  would  seem  to  be  a  key  factor  in  their  lower  level  of  influence. 

Soviet  environmental  experts  have  been  most  effective  when  they  have 
confined  themselves  to  narrow,  easily  applicable  advice  that  does  not 
threaten  existing  power  structures.  Their  main  success  has  been  the  re¬ 
gime’s  overall  recognition  of  the  need  for  environmental  protection,  dis¬ 
cussed  earlier.  Brezhnev  consulted  both  agricultural  and  environmental 
experts  in  his  efforts  to  solve  the  USSR’s  long-standing  agricultural  prob¬ 
lems.  Water  experts  have  been  able  to  make  a  case  for  leadership  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  environmental  aspects  of  the  Siberian  and  Northern  Volga 
River  diversion  projects.102  Environmental  factors  are  routinely  evaluated 
in  Siberian  natural  resource  development  projects.  There  are  probably  few 
areas  of  economic  activity  in  the  Soviet  Union  today  where  environment 
protection  is  not  a  mandated  concern. 

The  jurists  have  had  particular  impact  in  streamlining  and  strengthening 
judicial  procedure  and  in  encouraging  economic  self-interest  on  the  part  of 
enterprises  to  fulfill  their  environmental  obligations.  The  jurists’  decision 
to  classify  environmental  lawbreaking  under  the  traditional  legal  categories 
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made  it  possible  to  identify  certain  environmental  infractions  as  violations 
of  the  criminal  code  and  hence  to  use  the  militia  to  search  out  violators.103 
During  the  1970s,  the  recommendation  by  Soviet  jurists  that  criminal  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  environmental  infractions  be  increased  resulted  in  a  more 
stringent  reformulation  of  the  rsfsr  statute  on  responsibility  for  air  and 
water  pollution.  Certain  actions  were  made  specific  objects  of  criminal 
liability,  including  violations  of  regulations  on  the  exploitation  of  the  con¬ 
tinental  shelf,  poaching  and  the  illegal  sale  of  pelts,  and  violations  of  regu¬ 
lations  on  underground  resources.104  The  lawyers’  demands  for  stricter  fines 
and  stricter  interpretation  of  the  rules  for  closing  a  polluting  factory  have 
also  borne  fruit.  In  particular,  Kolbasov  and  his  colleagues  were  able  to 
persuade  the  authorities  that  Goskomgidromet  should  be  given  adminis¬ 
trative  authority  to  close  factories,  and  this  provision  was  included  in  the 
1980  air  pollution  control  law  (Article  24). 

The  economists’  concept  of  marginal  profitability  was  given  qualified 
acceptance  in  the  area  of  resource  exploitation,  although  it  failed  to  be 
linked  to  resource  conservation,  as  noted  above.105  Their  proposal  for  a 
water  tax  similar  to  that  imposed  by  France,  the  Netherlands,  West  Ger¬ 
many,  and  Czechoslovakia,106  has  now  gone  into  effect.  Industrial  objection 
has  so  far  prevented  the  imposition  of  a  pollution  tax,107  but  that  may  be 
coming.  Both  the  legal  and  economic  experts  might  claim  success  in  their 
drive  to  deprive  both  management  and  workers  of  their  annual  bonuses 
unless  they  fulfilled  the  environmental  sector  of  the  plan  when  the  USSR 
Council  of  Ministers  passed  a  resolution  to  that  effect  in  1978.  The  same 
resolution  required  workers  to  be  fined  if  they  did  not  report  infractions  of 
environmental  regulations.108  One  may  argue  that  the  leadership’s  accep¬ 
tance  of  expert  recommendations  is  too  limited  and  does  not  address  the 
heart  of  the  environmental  problem.  Nevertheless,  there  is  little  doubt  that 
over  the  past  two  decades,  the  leadership  has  slowly  gained  confidence  that 
the  experts’  suggestions  will  neither  erode  the  ideology  nor  their  power 
base.  In  return,  the  strategy  of  not  rocking  the  boat  has  substantially  in¬ 
creased  expert  influence  and  status  as  the  leadership  has  come  to  depend 
on  specialized  input.  And  the  evidence  suggests  an  ever-increasing  depen¬ 
dence.  What  other  than  expert  advice  could  have  persuaded  the  Twenty- 
seventh  cpsu  Congress  to  abandon,  at  least  temporarily,  the  Siberian  river 
project,  which  had  been  approved  by  every  party  congress  over  the  pre¬ 
vious  fifteen  years? 
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In  Yugoslavia,  the  deteriorating  economic  situation  has  politicized  policy 
options  as  the  competing  heads  of  the  hydra  have  sought  to  improve  their 
power  positions.  Many  experts  have  entered  the  political  fray  on  the  side 
of  greater  economic  liberalization.  The  adoption  of  what  is  essentially  a 
partisan  position  has  substantially  undermined  their  effectiveness  as  pro¬ 
viders  of  “objective”  expertise,  as  the  political  implications  of  their  propo¬ 
sals  have  become  more  visible.  The  traditional  distrust  of  the  expert  by 
Yugoslav  party  leaders  has  thus  received  new  reinforcement.  A  meeting  in 
February  1985  of  the  Serbian  Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences  went  so  far 
as  to  compare  current  problems  in  Yugoslavia  with  the  church-state  issue 
of  Renaissance  and  Reformation  times.109  Academics  have  cited  the  1974 
Constitution  as  Yugoslavia’s  chief  impediment  to  change.110  The  republican 
party  leadership,  understandably  fearful  of  any  change  that  might  risk  its 
power,  receives  the  arguments  of  the  country’s  most  distinguished  scholars 
with  mixed  emotions.  For  many  republican  bureaucrats,  the  problem  is 
not  simply  economic  growth  and  development  but  the  preservation  of  re¬ 
gional  autonomy.  Expert  advice  that  does  not  take  the  hydra  into  account 
becomes  suspect  to  those  desiring  the  maintenance  of  republican  indepen¬ 
dence.  Because  it  does  infringe  upon  a  very  sensitive  political  area,  Yugo¬ 
slav  expert  advice  tends  to  be  perceived  as  more  politicized  than  it  may  in 
fact  be,  to  the  extent  that  it  strengthens  the  arguments  of  one  or  the  other 
parties  in  the  political  power  struggle.  In  this  highly  charged  political 
climate,  a  strategy  of  not  rocking  the  boat  has  little  chance  of  being 
appreciated. 

Linkage  of  environmental  with  economic  issues.  This  strategy  has  been 
referred  to  in  the  course  of  this  chapter  and  does  not  need  elaboration. 
Experts  in  both  countries  have  oriented  the  majority  of  their  arguments 
toward  showing  that  environmental  precautions  taken  in  time  will  save 
money  and  pay  off  their  investment  in  the  long  term. 

In  the  USSR,  the  promotion  of  environmental-economic  modeling  and 
the  cost-benefit  discussions  of  the  conversion  of  the  Siberian  rivers  speak 
to  the  concern  of  the  specialists  to  persuade  the  decisionmakers  that  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  is  economically  sound.  Officials  in  Yugoslavia,  such 
as  Dr.  Srecan  Mitrovic  in  the  environmental  planning  section  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Planning  Committee,  assert  categorically  that  once  republican  and 
industrial  administrations  realize  the  positive  economic  impact  of  environ- 
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mental  protection,  there  will  be  no  more  problems  in  the  implementation 
of  environmental  regulations.  The  growing  evidence  of  the  negative  eco¬ 
nomic  effects  caused  by  pollution  and  the  knowledge  that  capital  invest¬ 
ment  is  becoming  increasingly  limited  argue  in  favor  of  the  possibility  that 
party  and  government  leaders  in  both  countries  will  give  an  increasingly 
sympathetic  ear  to  models,  natural  resource  pricing  theories,  and  social 
cost  evaluation  systems.  In  an  article  setting  forth  the  problems  and  dan¬ 
gers  of  the  chemical  pollution  of  food,  Radojic  Kljajic  of  the  faculty  of 
agriculture  of  Belgrade  University  stresses  the  fact  that  biological  and 
chemical  agents  reduce  the  planned  return  on  agricultural  products  by  30 
to  40  percent.111  The  problem  is  to  mediate  bureaucratic  reluctance  to 
change:  to  break  down  the  closed  bureaucratic  boundaries  in  the  centipede 
that  suprabranch  agencies  like  gknt  and  Gosstandart  (the  State  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Standards)  seem  unable  to  transcend112  and  to  persuade  regional 
organizations  in  Yugoslavia  to  work  together.  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  envi¬ 
ronmental  specialists  both  admit  that  their  leaderships  have  yet  to  accept 
the  economic  argument  in  all  its  earnestness.  But  personal  conversations 
confirmed  the  impression  that  the  economic  argument  was  a  long-term 
strategy  aimed  at  convincing  enough  decisionmakers  to  turn  regulation 
into  action  before  it  was  too  late. 

Networking.  A  final  strategy  is  the  building  of  networks  of  communication 
like  the  “invisible  colleges”  and  “family  groups”  described  above.  This 
strategy  has  been  particularly  effective  in  the  Soviet  Union  in  fostering 
expert  participation  in  agenda-setting.  The  restrictions  on  the  exchange  of 
information  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  limits  to  organized  public  expres¬ 
sion  of  opinion  in  both  countries  make  the  experts  in  a  very  real  sense  the 
only  persons  capable  of  bringing  an  issue  to  the  attention  of  the  decision¬ 
makers.  Although  the  ad  hoc  group  that  formed  around  Lake  Baikal  was 
not  able  to  stop  the  construction  of  the  pulp  and  paper  mill,  it  did  succeed 
in  making  the  government  adopt  landmark  pollution  control  and  environ¬ 
mental  planning  measures  for  the  lake,  which  has  been  considerably  up¬ 
graded.113  Since  then,  groups  of  scientists  have  protested  the  deterioration 
of  water  quality  in  Lakes  Sevan  and  Issyk-Kul',  and  scientists,  particularly 
those  of  the  Siberian  Division  of  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences,  have 
represented  most  strongly  the  ecological  problems  associated  with  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  Siberia  and  the  Siberian  river  diversion  project.114 
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Soviet  specialists  regularly  utilize  popular  journals  to  sensitize  the  public 
to  environmental  problems.  Priroda  has  a  circulation  of  over  I  million. 
The  organ  of  the  Soviet  Writers’  Union,  Literatumaia  gazeta  has  become 
known  for  its  proenvironmental  position.  Since  the  party  program  is  pro¬ 
environment,  professional  journals  in  all  the  disciplines  regularly  publish 
articles  on  environmental  issues.  The  number  of  scholarly  works  on  envi¬ 
ronmental  questions  proliferated  in  the  1970s,  with  each  expert  author 
using  the  occasion  to  promote  his  environmental  view.  As  perhaps  in  no 
other  issue  area,  the  Soviet  mass  media  has  been  remarkably  open  in  its 
consideration  of  environmental  issues.  Finally,  experts  are  active  leaders 
in  the  environmental  mass  organizations,  the  republican  societies  for  the 
protection  of  nature,  which  they  also  use  as  a  channel  to  inform  the  public 
of  critical  environmental  questions  (see  chapter  7). 

So  visible  have  the  proenvironmental  specialists  become  that  permanent 
informal  proenvironmental  groupings  may  now  be  identified  as  associated 
with  specific  institutions,  such  as  the  Academy  of  Sciences  Institutes  of 
Geography  and  State  and  Law,  tsemi,  and  the  Soviet  Writers’  Union,  not 
to  mention  the  ad  hoc  groups.  On  the  republican  level,  scientists  of  the 
constituent  Soviet  nationalities  have  joined  together  to  promote  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  a  particular  national  or  cultural  landmark  such  as  the  Kara  Deg 
volcano  in  the  Crimea.115  What  has  developed  has  gone  beyond  a  collec¬ 
tion  of  well-placed  individual  defenders  of  the  environment  but  stops  short 
of  being  a  Western-style  interest  group.  The  same  institutes  and  organiza¬ 
tions  where  scientists  work  as  experts  are  providing  the  institutional  base 
for  an  emerging  “environmental  lobby.”  Bureaucratic  backing  coupled  with 
official  standing  places  the  Soviet  specialist  in  the  optimum  position  to 
play  the  dual  role  of  environmental  spokesman  in  the  public  interest  and 
“objective”  specialist.  As  expert,  the  specialist  represents  his  institute;  as 
“lobbyist”  he  is  connected  through  the  informal  networks  with  the  growing 
group  of  Soviet  professionals  concerned  with  ensuring  the  environment  a 
permanent  place  on  the  public  agenda. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  environmental  expert  has  shown  himself  to  be  more 
effective  in  exercising  influence  through  his  participation  in  the  professional 
organizations.  Yugoslavs  say  that  these  play  a  more  important  role  in 
policymaking  than  the  specialized  institutes  because  of  their  direct  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  party  through  the  Socialist  Alliance.  Inclusion  in  the  Alliance 
enables  the  professional  organizations  to  transcend  their  republican  origins 
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and  to  provide  their  memberships  with  concrete  opportunities  for  inter- 
republican  and  international  action.  The  Alliance  in  turn  provides  the 
framework  for  interpenetration  between  the  party  and  mass  organizations 
within  which  experts  may  exploit  their  informal  groups  to  “lobby”  for  the 
environment.116  We  have  seen  the  strategic  importance  of  the  head  of  the 
professional  organization  as  “gatekeeper”  of  policy  information  flow. 

Collaboration  between  environmentalists  in  the  party  and  specialists  in 
the  professional  organizations  saved  the  Tara  River  Canyon.  The  same 
collaboration  is  found  in  the  organization  of  national  and  international 
environmental  conferences.  Many  are  sponsored  by  the  Federal  Council 
for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment  with  federal  and 
republican  funding.  Others  are  promoted  by  specialized  environmental  or¬ 
ganizations  like  the  Clean  Air  Association,  frequently  in  cooperation  with 
a  foreign  or  international  institution.  Conferences  enable  scientists  to  speak 
out  “objectively”  without  fear  of  association  with  partisan  interests  and 
to  be  assured  of  some  publicity  for  their  views.  Professional  conferences, 
however,  are  more  than  a  forum  for  individual  statements.  They  enable  a 
whole  group  of  specialists  to  take  a  public  position  on  an  issue.  In  such 
manner,  specialized  conferences  condemned  the  proposed  dam  site  on  the 
Tara  River,  criticized  the  way  specialists  performed  their  research  tasks, 
and  faulted  pollution  control  of  the  Sava  and  Neretva  rivers.  The  party 
connection  once  again  makes  it  possible  for  members  of  the  professional 
organizations  to  develop  contacts  abroad  through  attendance  at  and  spon¬ 
sorship  of  international  conferences.  Specialists  use  these  opportunities  to 
integrate  their  domestic  networks  into  the  international  “invisible  colleges” 
to  generate  funding  and  research  exchanges. 


Summary  and  Conclusion 

Because  experts  are  hired  professionals,  the  constraints  upon  expert  in¬ 
fluence  in  both  Yugoslavia  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  similar  to  those 
existing  in  Western  societies.  The  degree  to  which  the  hiring  agency  is  part 
of  a  centralized  or  decentralized  system  makes  a  difference  in  a  one-party 
state  mainly  in  the  availability  of  competing  information  channels  and  in 
the  extent  to  which  expertise  is  openly  partisan  or  formally  restricted  to  a 
more  “objective”  expression  of  professional  judgment.  In  the  Soviet  Union, 
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the  institute  provides  the  base  for  the  environmental  “lobbying”  effort, 
while  in  Yugoslavia,  the  greater  opportunity  for  competing  views  made 
possible  by  the  hydra  system  promotes  expert  utilization  of  the  sociopoliti¬ 
cal  professional  organizations  for  policy  input.  Unlike  the  environmental 
agencies,  the  expert  institutions  or  professional  associations  do  not  ad¬ 
minister  any  section  of  the  environment  and  tend  to  be  single-purpose. 
Thus,  the  expert  is  not  caught  in  the  double  bind  of  resource  user  and 
environmentalist  and  can  more  unequivocally  promote  the  environmental 
cause. 

Like  the  environmental  agencies,  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  specialists’ 
increasing  activity  in  policymaking  is  made  possible  by  the  regulatory 
principle,  and  they  have  sought  to  expand  their  participation  by  maxi¬ 
mizing  the  principle.  They  have  been  more  successful  in  this  objective  than 
the  environmental  agencies,  primarily  because  of  the  requirement  for  ex¬ 
pert  advice  at  all  levels  of  policymaking  and  specialists’  control  over  new 
scientific  and  technological  information.  The  leaderships  of  both  countries 
want  to  promote  economic  development  as  rapidly  as  possible  without 
risking  the  ultimate  catastrophe.  Since  neither  country  has  a  predetermined 
idea  of  what  the  “correct”  environmental  policy  should  be  to  achieve  this 
objective,  the  environmental  expert  is  freer  in  the  framing  of  his  advice 
than  his  colleagues  in  other  areas.  This  unique  constellation  of  factors  has 
enabled  the  experts  in  both  countries  to  become  the  most  visible  spokes¬ 
men  for  the  environment  and  to  acquire  a  considerable  role  in  setting  the 
public  environmental  agenda.  Yet  impressive  as  their  gains  in  influence 
have  been,  in  neither  country  has  the  environmental  experts’  greater  mar¬ 
gin  of  liberty  in  advising  “the  prince”  weakened  the  inherent  power  of  the 
industrial  and  economic  interests.  The  experts  remain  outsiders  in  the 
policy  process. 
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Of  all  the  parties  involved  in  environmental  protection,  the  public  must  be 
considered  the  greatest  outsider  of  all,  sharing  none  of  the  economic  clout 
of  industry,  the  political  importance  of  the  territorial  units,  or  the  expert’s 
access  to  policymaking  councils.  The  official  endorsement  of  the  scientific- 
technological  revolution  (str)  as  the  main  means  of  resolving  the  man- 
nature  contradiction  may  have  placed  the  ecological  experts  in  an  advan¬ 
tageous  position  vis-a-vis  the  decisionmakers.  But  science  cannot  have  the 
priority  that  the  str  requires  it  to  have  unless  the  public  appreciates  its 
value.  Appreciation  necessitates  a  shift  in  popular  attitudes  and  the  mo¬ 
bilization  of  public  opinion  in  the  direction  of  the  new  value.  This  shift  is  a 
two-step  process.  The  public  must  first  be  made  aware  of  the  problems 
and  then  educated  to  what  options  science  can  provide  for  their  solution. 
During  the  1970s,  the  East  European  and  Soviet  authorities  encouraged 
the  development  of  programs  to  educate  the  public  on  the  importance  of  a 
clean  environment  and  the  actions  it  could  take  to  promote  environmental 
protection.  The  evidence  suggests  that  despite  the  very  real  constraints  on 
the  expression  of  public  opinion,  official  environmental  education  policy 
is  indeed  inducing  a  shift  in  values,  resulting  in  a  perhaps  unexpectedly 
strong  public  response. 


Structural  and  Regulatory  Constraints 

Control  of  public  access  to  environmental  information  through  mass  edu¬ 
cation.  Both  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  have  incorporated  environ¬ 
mental  education  into  the  regular  grade  and  high  school  curricula.  There 
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are  textbooks  that  specifically  treat  environmental  subjects,  textbooks  for 
the  early  grades  that  integrate  environmental  materials  into  the  main  sub¬ 
ject  matter,  and  textbooks  that  specialize  in  different  environmental  sub¬ 
jects  and  take  different  approaches  for  the  technical  and  general  education 
schools  at  the  secondary  level.  Increasing  attention  is  being  given  to  a 
comprehensive  approach  to  environmental  education.  The  aim  is  for  the 
student  to  be  presented  with  ecological  materials  in  every  class  of  instruc¬ 
tion  in  the  early  grades  and  then  move  to  a  more  in-depth  study  of  specific 
topics  in  the  chemistry,  physics,  or  social  science  courses  of  the  higher 
grades. 

At  the  first  All-Union  Conference  on  Environmental  Education  (1979), 
the  conference  members  noted  that 

with  regard  to  the  scientific-technological  revolution  and  the  changes  in  the  natural 
environment  which  accompany  it,  it  has  become  abundantly  clear  that  it  is  now  neces¬ 
sary  to  explain  the  goals  of  the  protection  of  the  environment  to  the  general  public  as 
a  complex,  interdisciplinary  problem.  Subjects  relating  to  this  problem  should  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  textbooks  at  various  levels  of  education.  There  should  be  improvement  of  the 
skills  and  training  of  specialists  and  workers  who,  in  the  course  of  their  specific,  prac¬ 
tical,  administrative  or  scientific  work,  could  apply  their  acquired  knowledge  and 
methods  in  the  interests  of  the  rational  use  of  natural  resources  and  their  preservation 
and  renewal. 

Education  in  the  field  of  the  environment  is  intended  to  make  people  aware  of  their 
responsibility  for  the  state  of  the  environment  and  to  stimulate  initiative  in  solving 
environmental  problems.1 

To  stimulate  popular  awareness  of  the  environmental  obligation,  the 
conference  proposed  that  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Education  continue  its 
presentation  of  environmental  subject  matter  in  the  standard  general  edu¬ 
cation  program  and  require  student  participation  from  grades  four  through 
ten  in  the  upkeep  and  maintenance  of  the  school  area,  surrounding  parks, 
and  vacant  areas.  A  yearly  excursion  for  each  class  was  also  proposed, 
together  with  more  opportunities  for  young  people  to  visit  nature  reserves 
and  take  nature  field  trips.  More  graphic  educational  materials  as  well  as 
textbooks  and  method  books  for  teaching  the  environment  were  requested. 
An  interdisciplinary  course,  “Man  and  Nature,”  was  proposed  for  the  last 
year  of  secondary  education.  To  improve  the  teachers’  awareness  of  the 
need  for  conservation,  the  conference  demanded  that  a  course  on  nature 
protection  be  mandatory  in  all  pedagogical  institutes. 
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Environmental  subject  matter  is  already  required  in  all  institutions  of 
higher  learning,  but  the  conference  thought  more  could  be  done  in  this 
area  by  mandating  that  technical  students  also  be  exposed  to  environmen¬ 
tal  subject  matter.  An  integrated  series  of  visual  and  printed  aids  was 
proposed,  with  technical  school  students  participating  in  the  development 
of  these  materials.2  Moscow  and  Leningrad  Universities  have  interdepart¬ 
mental  faculty  committees  responsible  for  supervising  the  incorporation 
of  environmental  education,  particularly  the  impact  of  society  on  natural 
processes,  into  required  course  material.  The  Committee  on  Environmen¬ 
tal  Protection  at  Leningrad  University  has  sixteen  members,  one  from 
each  faculty  and  two  from  the  faculty  of  biology.  The  committee  coordi¬ 
nates  all  the  university’s  academic  and  research  work  in  the  area  of  the 
environment.  The  University  of  Kiev  also  has  a  committee,  while  others 
are  in  the  process  of  organizing  one.3 

There  are  departments  of  environmental  economics  in  the  main  univer¬ 
sities  and  environmental  sections  in  the  appropriate  natural  sciences  facul¬ 
ties.  In  1983,  Michael  Soule  and  Bruce  A.  Wilcox’s  text.  Conservation 
Biology ,  was  translated  into  Russian  for  use  in  the  faculties  of  biology 
in  anticipation  of  the  creation  of  an  independent  department  of  environ¬ 
mental  biology.4  A  basic  environmental  text  is  required  for  students  in  the 
soil  sciences.5  In  1981,  Moscow  University  was  the  only  Soviet  university 
with  an  environmental  department  in  the  law  faculty.  The  department  was 
an  outgrowth  of  the  former  Department  of  Kolkhoz  Law  ( kolkhoznoie 
pravo),  and  it  was  called  the  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
and  Rural  (sei skoie)  Law.  Members  of  the  law  faculties  at  Leningrad  and 
Kiev  Universities  reorganized  their  Departments  of  Kolkhoz  Law  shortly 
afterward.  With  the  merger  of  the  smaller  collective  farms  into  large  con¬ 
glomerates  during  the  seventies,  legal  regulation  of  the  Soviet  countryside 
shifted  from  an  absolute  division  between  sovkhoz  and  kolkhoz  legal  prac¬ 
tice  to  a  more  unified  concept  of  rural  law.  Changes  in  the  countryside 
made  the  old  kolkhoz  law  departments  an  anachronism,  and  other  univer¬ 
sities  readily  followed  Moscow  University’s  lead. 

According  to  Petrov  and  other  law  professors,  experts  in  environmental 
law  are  increasingly  in  demand  in  factories  and  workplaces,  but  are  less 
wanted  by  local  government.  In  Czechoslovakia,  a  pilot  program  initiated 
by  the  law  faculty  of  Charles  University,  Prague,  trained  a  select  group  of 
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students  to  act  as  environmental  legal  counsel  to  local  government.  But  the 
first  graduates  of  the  program  in  1981  had  great  difficulty  in  getting  placed. 
While  local  government  had  initially  indicated  it  would  welcome  such 
expertise,  it  was  reluctant  to  engage  it  when  it  was  offered.6 

Textbooks  on  environmental  protection  are  remarkably  free  from  ideo¬ 
logical  content,  except  for  the  expected  assertions  that  the  organization  of 
environmental  protection  in  the  “socialist”  countries  is  superior  to  that  in 
“capitalist”  countries  because  there  is  no  private  property.  Soviet  textbooks 
also  insist  that  the  USSR  has  done  the  most  for  the  environment  of  any 
country  in  the  world.  A  representative  basic  science  text,  such  as  The 
Foundations  of  Biology  and  Ecology  used  in  the  fourth  year  of  gymnasium 
in  Czechoslovakia,  takes  up  such  topics  as  the  abiological  (sun,  air,  water, 
minerals)  and  biological  elements  of  the  environment  (plant,  animal,  and 
human  populations;  society),  the  concept  of  ecosystem,  the  geological 
cycle,  conditions  for  life  of  an  organism,  and  landscape  ecology.7  The  last 
topic  covers  land-use  planning,  using  ecological  parameters.  A  text  for 
students  in  technical  courses  presents  less  complex  subjects  in  a  more 
general  framework.  Thus,  two  introductory  Czech  texts  on  basic  theoreti¬ 
cal  information  about  environmental  protection  cover  elements  of  the  en¬ 
vironment,  problems  created  by  human  society,  the  evolution  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  environment,  basic  principles  of  environmental  management, 
a  discussion  of  the  protection  of  the  biophysical  environment,  and  the 
problems  of  economic  development.8  All  three  of  the  books  contain  excel¬ 
lent  charts  and  graphs.  The  appendices  suggest  additional  reading,  an  out¬ 
line  of  Czechoslovak  and  Soviet  environmental  legislation,  and  more 
graphs.  The  texts  prepare  the  student  to  accept  the  value  that  care  and 
maintenance  of  the  environment  is  a  complex  process  that  must  be  solved 
by  a  comprehensive  interdisciplinary  approach.  American  students  could 
profit  from  such  teaching  materials. 

The  advantage  of  the  centipede  system  is  that  once  the  USSR  Ministry 
of  Education  mandates  a  program  of  study,  that  program  is  followed  in 
its  entirety  by  every  republic  in  the  union.  Experimentation  in  teaching 
materials  and  methodology  precedes  the  adoption  of  the  program.  Once 
adopted,  teaching  manuals  instruct  the  teacher  on  how  to  present  the 
materials  and  when.  While  the  system  has  obvious  rigidities,  it  has  the 
benefit  of  providing  every  schoolchild  with  virtually  the  same  concepts  and 
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information.  In  the  environmental  area,  this  means  that  thousands  of 
Soviet  children  are  now  being  sensitized  to  environmental  issues  that  their 
parents  probably  never  realized  existed. 

In  the  Yugoslav  hydra,  the  strength  and  depth  of  the  environmental 
program  depends  upon  the  republic.  One  of  the  main  tasks  of  the  Federal 
Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment  is  to 
promote  a  comprehensive  program  of  environmental  education  from  the 
lowest  level  to  the  highest.  In  all  the  republics,  children  learn  basic  hygiene 
in  kindergarten.  In  elementary  school,  ecological  content  is  integrated  into 
every  subject  taught  in  the  curriculum.  For  example,  introductory  chemis¬ 
try  is  not  presented  as  an  abstract  science,  but  the  danger  of  certain  chemi¬ 
cals  to  society  through  air  and  water  pollution  is  incorporated  into  instruc¬ 
tion  on  basic  chemicals.  Ecology  is  introduced  through  the  basic  biology 
course.  In  secondary  school,  environmental  education  is  broken  up  into 
special  subjects:  ecology,  environmental  economics,  society,  and  nature. 
As  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  subject  matter  differs  according  to  what  kind 
of  training  the  student  will  have  after  graduation. 

A  special  program  has  been  developed  in  Serbia  to  teach  students  the 
technical  aspects  of  environmental  protection.  The  first  students  graduated 
from  this  program  in  1980.  In  other  technical  programs,  environmental 
education  is  required  to  be  integrated  into  the  core  courses.  At  the  univer¬ 
sity  level,  there  is  as  yet  no  separate  faculty  for  environmental  science. 
However,  there  is  a  requirement  that  all  faculties  include  environmental 
protection  in  their  curricula.  Understandably,  the  agronomy  and  forestry 
faculties  devote  more  time  to  special  aspects  of  water,  air,  and  land,  as 
these  subjects  constitute  the  heart  of  the  discipline.  A  course  in  environ¬ 
mental  law  is  offered  at  Belgrade  University  and  similar  courses  are  being 
developed  at  other  universities.9 

An  environmental  textbook  for  use  in  Serbian  secondary  schools  is 
similar  to  the  Czech  texts  cited  above,  only  perhaps  more  interdisciplinary. 
Its  contents  cover  the  purpose  of  studying  environmental  protection,  the 
development  of  pollution  in  the  environment,  nature  and  man-made  ob¬ 
jects,  sources  of  air  pollution,  and  air  pollution  control.  The  text  is  quite 
technical,  with  drawings  of  different  kinds  of  air  filters,  the  automobile 
emission  system,  and  a  schematic  representation  of  the  combustion  process, 
as  well  as  many  graphs  and  charts.  The  authors’  collective  is  an  impressive 
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group  of  professors  from  the  natural  science  and  mathematics  faculty  of 
Belgrade  University.  The  advisers  include  a  member  from  the  Center  for 
Multidisciplinary  Studies,  a  consultant  from  a  biological  research  institute, 
and  a  gymnasium  professor.10  The  text  attests  to  the  seriousness  of  the 
effort  to  integrate  environmental  studies  into  the  school  curriculum  using 
the  multidisciplinary  approach. 

There  are  much  broader  differences  between  the  two  countries  in  the 
extent  of  adult  or  mass  media  environmental  education.  The  Soviet  Union 
prints  a  gamut  of  environmental  journals  ranging  from  Priroda  (Nature) 
designed  for  popular  consumption  to  highly  specialized  scientific  journals 
such  as  Okruzhaiushchaia  sreda  (The  environment).  The  latest  issue  of 
Priroda  may  be  bought  at  most  newsstands  in  the  larger  Soviet  cities.  In 
Yugoslavia,  by  contrast,  there  is  only  one  main  periodical  on  the  environ¬ 
ment:  Covek  i  zivotna  sredina  (Man  and  the  environment),  which  is  a 
scientific  publication.  It  is  not  available  at  newsstands  and  must  be  pur¬ 
chased  through  subscription. 

Of  all  the  countries  in  Eastern  Europe,  the  Soviet  Union  leads  the  way  in 
the  publication  of  popular  books  on  the  environment.  In  Yugoslavia,  visits 
to  bookstores  uncovered  no  adult  books  and  in  Belgrade,  Ljubljana,  and 
Zagreb,  only  one  or  two  children’s  books.  In  Moscow  and  Leningrad,  by 
contrast,  a  goodly  number  of  adult  and  children’s  books  on  the  environ¬ 
ment  could  always  be  found  in  the  appropriate  section  of  the  bookstore. 
The  Soviets  have  a  reputation  for  delightful  as  well  as  educational  chil¬ 
dren’s  books,  and  those  on  the  environment  are  no  exception.  While  most 
of  these  books  are  in  Russian,  the  author  was  pleased  to  see  beautifully 
designed  children’s  books  on  environmental  topics  published  in  Ukrainian 
in  Kiev  and  in  Belorussian  in  Minsk.  However,  popular  books  on  the 
environment  are  not  distributed  equally  throughout  the  country.  As  foreign 
scholars  in  the  Soviet  Union  know,  the  problem  is  always  to  find  the  par¬ 
ticular  book  you  want  when  and  where  you  need  it.  It  never  fails  that  the 
one  you  planned  to  purchase  is  sold  out.  Salespeople  in  the  Moscow  book¬ 
stores  told  the  author  that  books  on  the  environment,  even  the  most  erudite 
kind,  were  very  popular  and  sold  out  as  soon  as  they  appeared.  The  author 
herself  was  very  nearly  the  victim  of  such  popularity.  One  morning,  an 
English-Russian  dictionary  of  environmental  terms  was  advertised  over 
the  radio.  In  the  time  it  took  her  to  reach  the  bookstore,  there  were  just 
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two  copies  left.  Twenty-three  thousand  copies  of  the  dictionary  had  been 
issued.  Such  examples  are  a  convincing  indication  that  the  government’s 
environmental  book  publishing  program  has  clearly  been  a  success.  The 
voracious  reading  appetite  of  the  Soviet  people  has  eagerly  expanded  to 
include  the  environment. 

There  are  far  fewer  books  published  on  environmental  topics  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia  because  of  the  high  cost  of  publication  and  relatively  small  reader- 
ship  demand.  A  typical  scholarly  study  on  the  environment  averages  be¬ 
tween  $5.00  and  $10.00  and  will  be  issued  in  1,500  copies.  Such  studies  are 
not  expected  to  make  a  profit,  and  the  publishing  houses  cannot  make  up 
even  part  of  the  loss  by  printing  millions  of  copies  of  popular  literature,  as 
can  be  done  in  the  Soviet  Union.  Each  republic  publishes  in  its  own  lan¬ 
guage,  and  there  are  simply  not  enough  readers  in  any  one  language.  While 
many  Yugoslavs  will  say  they  understand  and  read  Serbo-Croatian,  Mace¬ 
donian,  and  Slovenian  with  equal  facility,  fluency  in  a  nonnative  language 
is  not  common.  Moreover,  Macedonian  and  Slovenian  books  are  sold  only 
in  special  stores  in  Belgrade,  and  one  would  have  to  go  to  Skopje  or 
Ljubljana  to  have  access  to  all  the  titles.  Market  limitations  coupled  with 
the  self-management  principle  oblige  the  publisher  to  choose  his  manu¬ 
scripts  and  his  retail  outlets  very  carefully. 

Yugoslavs  obtain  most  of  their  information  about  the  environment  from 
publications  imported  from  abroad  or  from  the  mass  media.  The  expense 
of  Western  books  generally  puts  Western  environmental  studies  beyond 
the  means  of  the  average  person.  Students  learn  Russian  so  they  can  buy 
the  cheaper  Soviet  textbooks.  The  greatest  demand  is  in  the  traditional 
areas  of  natural  science,  and  the  author  found  only  a  few  specialized  envi¬ 
ronmental  studies  from  the  USSR  in  Yugoslav  bookstores.  Newspapers, 
however,  are  cheap  and  plentiful.  As  can  be  seen  from  newspaper  refer¬ 
ences  in  this  study,  newspaper  reporting  is  constant  and  provides  the  Yugo¬ 
slav  man  in  the  street  with  a  steady  if  not  very  large  flow  of  material  on  the 
environment. 

Both  governments  have  taken  steps  to  educate  the  public  in  on-site 
nature  conservation.  At  the  entrance  to  parks  and  recreation  areas  in  and 
around  Moscow,  prominently  displayed  signs  inform  visitors  of  the  proper 
behavior  expected  of  them  if  the  area  has  been  set  aside  for  nature  conser¬ 
vation.  For  example,  radios  and  loud  noises  are  prohibited.  Citizens  are 
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urged  to  protect  nature  as  a  national  heritage,  and  in  some  of  the  parks 
there  are  posters  with  pictures  of  protected  plants  that  citizens  are  for¬ 
bidden  to  pick.  Yugoslav  parks  carry  similar  signs.  A  sign  at  the  entrance 
to  Durmitor  National  Park  urges  Yugoslavs  to  protect  nature.  Plitvice 
Lakes  Park  is  particularly  well  marked  to  indicate  to  tourists  where  cars, 
camping,  boating,  and  other  activities  are  permitted  and  where  walking 
only  is  allowed.  One  of  the  most  impressive  efforts  to  educate  tourists  to 
maintain  a  clean  environment  is  at  the  Zlaty  Bor  Campsite  near  Split  on 
the  Adriatic  coast.  The  campsite  is  operated  by  the  Yugoslav  army.  Tourists 
are  instructed  that  they  may  camp  only  in  designated  areas  and  not  on  the 
beach.  Rules  of  behavior  are  handed  to  each  incoming  tourist  with  the 
warning  that  he  may  be  asked  to  leave  if  the  rules  are  not  obeyed.  Unlike 
so  much  of  the  Adriatic  coastline,  which  is  characterized  by  people-litter, 
the  camp  beach  is  unspoiled,  and  the  recreation  areas  spotless. 

Environmental  programs  on  radio  and  tv  are  perhaps  the  weakest  part 
of  the  environment  efforts  in  both  countries.  During  the  five  months  that 
the  author  watched  the  evening  news  on  Moscow  tv,  the  only  environ¬ 
mental  references  were  the  beautiful  scenes  that  accompanied  the  weather 
forecast.  While  there  were  a  few  nature  programs  during  the  day  on  such 
topics  as  how  to  recognize  mushrooms,  the  author  saw  no  wildlife  or  envi¬ 
ronmental  programs  during  the  “prime  time”  evening  hours.  In  Yugoslavia, 
academics  and  environmental  experts  go  on  tv  from  time  to  time  to  speak 
on  pollution  problems,  as  did  Dr.  Todorovic  and  the  staff  from  Belgrade’s 
Institute  of  Public  Health  during  the  Sava  River  controversy.  Moreover, 
the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environ¬ 
ment  sees  to  it  that  the  nightly  news  programs  report  Yugoslav  scientific 
contributions  to  pollution  control.  However,  full-length  programs  of  an 
environmental  nature  are  rare,  and  those  that  are  presented  come  generally 
from  abroad  (for  example,  “Wild  Kingdom”).  The  average  viewer,  at  least 
of  Belgrade  television,  is  not  likely  to  see  many  environmental  programs 
in  the  course  of  the  year.  Federal  Council  staff  admitted  that  environmen¬ 
tal  programming  had  yet  to  be  fully  integrated  into  network  broadcast 
schedules. 

On  balance,  the  average  Yugoslav  citizen  is  probably  exposed  far  less  to 
environmental  information  than  his  Soviet  counterpart.  However,  in  both 
countries,  what  environmental  information  is  obtained  is  highly  selective. 


269 


Chapter  Seven 


In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  generally  positive  presentation  of  environmental 
news  represents  a  careful  selection  of  the  facts  designed  to  encourage  the 
public  to  think  along  certain  lines  while  keeping  it  ignorant  of  the  real 
state  of  affairs.  Thus,  the  public  is  given  sufficient  information  that  an 
attentive  reader  would  be  able  to  determine  what  the  environmental  prob¬ 
lems  are,  but  unable  to  assess  their  full  impact.  To  determine  the  extent 
of  a  problem  he  would  have  to  have  access  on  a  systematic  basis  to  news¬ 
papers  and  periodicals  from  all  over  the  USSR.  All  he  can  gather  from 
local  mass  media  reporting  is  that  there  is  a  problem;  the  party  and  govern¬ 
ment  are  aware  of  it;  and  steps  have  been,  are  being,  or  will  be  taken  to 
correct  it.  Should  he  want  to  carry  his  investigation  further,  the  privileged 
nature  of  information  denies  him  access  to  environmental  data  from  cen¬ 
tral  institutions  without  permission. 

The  public  official,  the  researcher,  and  the  layman  all  face  a  similar 
information  problem.  The  difference  is  in  degree,  not  kind,  with  the  public 
at  the  bottom  of  the  information  ladder.  One  of  the  main  tasks  of  the 
Czechoslovak  Federal  Council  on  the  Environment  is  to  inform  the  public 
on  environmental  matters.  Yet,  it  publishes  a  wide  range  of  material 
stamped  on  the  back  of  the  front  page  “not  for  public  consumption,”  or 
“for  internal  use  only.”  The  two  journals  relating  planning  and  the  envi¬ 
ronment  published  by  the  Czech  Ministry  of  Construction  and  Technology 
also  stipulate  that  the  material  contained  therein  is  not  for  public  use. 
Behind  the  published  journals  there  are  many  more  in-house  documents 
to  which  the  layman  has  no  access  whatsoever.  In  Yugoslavia,  similar  al¬ 
though  less  rigorous  restrictions  pertain  if  one  is  interested  in  obtaining 
information  from  a  state  institute  or  using  a  university  or  institute  library. 

The  tendency  toward  information  monopoly  is  a  characteristic  of  all 
bureaucratic  organizations.  The  United  States  has  recognized  the  tendency 
in  the  passage  of  right-to-know  legislation.  Even  with  such  guarantees,  the 
American  layman  is  not  assured  of  being  able  to  get  the  facts.  One  needs 
reliable  contacts  within  the  bureaucracies,  as  had  Rachel  Carson,"  before 
one  can  obtain  a  clear  picture  of  the  dimensions  of  any  one  environmental 
problem.  In  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia,  information  access  is  even 
more  dependent  upon  personal  contacts,  because  of  the  legal  existence  of 
censorship  and  the  dissemination  of  information  on  a  need-to-know  basis. 

The  official  environmental  public  education  programs  of  the  two  coun- 
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tries  thus  demand  that  the  individual  accept  what  he  hears  at  face  value 
and  engage  in  environmental  activities  marked  out  for  him.  Should  the 
layman  seek  to  know  more,  he  will  find  his  path  blocked  by  bureaucratic 
obstacles  and  closed  doors. 

Mobilization  of  the  public  for  environmental  purposes.  System  constraints 
in  both  countries  provide  the  citizen  scope  for  action  in  environmental 
matters  in  only  three  areas:  in  the  workplace;  in  an  officially  recognized 
environmental  or  youth  organization;  and  in  the  local  community.  In  all  of 
them,  public  participation  is  voluntary.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  centipede 
system  directs  the  environmental  volunteer  toward  the  more  organized 
formations  of  the  first  two  areas,  while  the  greater  flexibility  and  decen¬ 
tralization  of  the  Yugoslav  hydra  urges  more  popular  involvement  at  the 
local  community  level.  It  cannot  be  emphasized  sufficiently  that  the  leader¬ 
ships  of  the  two  countries  have  an  interest  in  seeing  their  environmental 
programs  realized.  But  each  has  more  urgent  priorities,  in  particular,  the 
resurrection  of  the  economy.  The  regimes’  mobilization  of  public  partici¬ 
pation  in  environmental  matters  is  thus  not  merely  cosmetic.  Rather,  it 
must  be  seen  as  a  means  to  provide  some  public  pressure  and  supervision, 
in  an  area  where  the  state  authorities  prefer  to  devote  less  energy  and 
expense,  to  see  that  the  law,  at  least  minimally,  is  carried  out.  The  relation 
between  the  mobilizing  authorities  and  the  mobilized  public  is  a  dynamic 
one,  opening  up  possibilities  for  the  public  to  extend  its  influence  beyond 
the  permitted  limits. 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  legal  basis  for  environmental  control  at  the 
workplace  is  contained  in  a  1973  resolution  of  the  Presidium  of  the  Cen¬ 
tral  Council  of  Trade  Unions  (cctu)  outlining  the  participation  of  the 
trade  unions  in  fulfilling  the  1972  USSR  Council  of  Ministers’  resolution 
on  improving  environmental  protection,12  and  in  the  1978  USSR  Council 
of  Ministers’  resolution  calling  for  additional  measures  to  strengthen  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection.  Among  these  measures  are  instructions  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  environmental  committees  in  every  branch  ministry  down 
to  the  factory  level.  A  second  measure  empowers  the  republican  nature 
protection  societies  to  realize  “social  control”  over  the  fulfillment  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  regulations.13 

According  to  the  trade  union  resolution,  factory,  enterprise,  and  local 
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trade  union  committees  are  required  to  participate  with  management  in 
the  evaluation  of  questions  relating  to  reducing  the  amount  of  pollution  in 
the  factory.  The  trade  union  committees  are  also  mandated  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  on  ways  to  control  pollution  and  to  bring  pollution  problems 
to  the  attention  of  management.  The  cctu  is  authorized  to  work  together 
with  management  in  the  implementation  of  tasks  connected  with  pollution 
control,  drawing  on  specialists,  “rationalizers,”  and  “inventors”  to  get  a 
particular  job  done.  The  cctu  is  further  to  maintain  “strict  social  control 
over  the  quality  of  the  decision  regarding  the  design  of  new  objects”  (Arti¬ 
cles  2  and  3  of  Trade  Union  resolution).  Implementation  of  the  resolution 
proceeded  slowly  since  guidelines  had  to  be  drawn  up  for  trade  union 
activity  in  every  industrial  branch.  In  1977,  an  environmental  commission 
was  established  in  the  cctu.  The  competencies  assigned  to  the  commission 
are  impressive.  If  every  one  were  put  into  practice,  they  would  give  the 
trade  unions  broad  control  over  the  factory  environment,  ranging  from 
mandatory  consultation  by  the  responsible  ministry  and  the  cctu  on  deci¬ 
sions  relating  to  the  factory  environment  to  control  over  the  monitoring  of 
environmental  practices  at  the  workplace.14 

The  use  of  trade  union  commissions  to  monitor  enterprise  fulfillment 
of  environmental  regulations  is  not  yet  very  advanced,  and  there  is  a 
considerable  gap  between  legislation  and  practice.  Petrov  indicated  that 
workers  were  only  beginning  to  realize  the  effects  of  noise,  air,  water,  and 
other  forms  of  pollution  on  their  health,  and  that,  as  more  information 
came  down  from  the  cctu,  the  workers  would  become  more  active.  Fac¬ 
tory  workers,  he  said,  were  already  organizing  worker  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  committees  to  monitor  factory  observance  of  environmental  work 
regulations.  When  the  question  was  raised  as  to  whether  workers  who 
complained  of  their  work  conditions  might  lose  their  jobs,  he  responded 
with  an  allegedly  true  story. 

A  plant  director  had  called  in  some  workmen  to  cut  down  a  large  old 
tree  in  the  factory  grounds  so  that  he  could  have  a  place  to  park  his  car. 
The  workmen  refused  to  cut  down  the  tree,  saying  it  beautified  the  factory 
area.  The  workmen  were  fired.  In  protest,  they  took  their  case  to  the  local 
soviet.  Other  workmen  were  hired  to  cut  down  the  tree,  but  eventually  the 
factory  director  was  brought  to  justice,  and  the  workmen  who  had  lost 
their  jobs  were  reinstated. 
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The  story  confirms  that  the  worker  stands  to  lose  a  great  deal  if  he  goes 
against  management  in  an  environmental  question  even  as  small  as  this 
one  undoubtedly  was,  but  also  suggests  that  if  the  worker’s  case  has  sub¬ 
stance  and  is  not  too  costly  to  right,  it  may  be  upheld  by  the  local  authori¬ 
ties.  Unfortunately,  the  story  also  indicates  that  the  workers  were  helpless 
to  prevent  the  degradation  of  the  environment,  even  though  justice  even¬ 
tually  prevailed.  It  would  seem  therefore  that  the  constraints  within  which 
the  factory  worker  works  would  not  encourage  him  to  join  in  an  all-out 
effort  to  insist  on  pollution  controls  but  would  rather  urge  him  in  the 
opposite  direction,  to  inaction  and  apathy.15 

“Social  control”  through  the  republican  nature  conservation  societies, 
environmental  druzhiny  (parapolice  force),  and  recognized  student  envi¬ 
ronmental  groups  is  becoming  increasingly  widespread  and  vocal  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  In  its  1966  Constitution,  the  All-Russian  (now  Soviet)  So¬ 
ciety  for  the  Preservation  of  Nature  was  given  the  legal  authority  to  orga¬ 
nize  and  administer  the  social  inspection  of  environmental  protection  in 
the  rsfsr.  The  1982  Constitution  expanded  this  authority  and  gave  the 
society  a  new  power  to  make  legislative  recommendations.  The  society 
may  further  locate  and  propose  natural  monuments  for  inclusion  in  the 
nature  protection  system  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  soviets,  and  it  is 
accorded  its  own  press  for  the  purpose  of  disseminating  environmental 
information.16 

Society  officials  recognize  three  distinct  tasks  for  its  members:  the  or¬ 
ganization  and  dissemination  of  environmental  protection  “propaganda,” 
social  or  citizen  assistance  to  the  authorities  in  realizing  environmental 
measures,  and  environmental  control.  The  network  of  environmental  mass 
organizations  is  large,  with  a  total  all-union  membership  of  60  to  70  mil¬ 
lion  persons  and  a  32-million  membership  in  the  rsfsr  alone.  The  educa¬ 
tion  functions  of  the  societies  are  extensive:  Most  local  newspapers  have 
a  social  section  reserved  especially  for  environmental  protection  issues 
to  which  the  organization  contributes.  The  All-Russian  (Soviet)  Society 
maintains  its  own  news  service,  which  it  puts  at  the  disposition  of  editors 
of  journals,  radio,  and  tv.  The  society  conducts  a  two-year  institute,  called 
the  “People’s  University  of  Environmental  Protection,”  in  technical  schools 
(vuzy),  universities,  and  factories.  Upon  completion  of  the  course,  gradu¬ 
ates  may  become  public  speakers,  members  of  speaking  groups  ( lektorskiie 
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grupy),  social  inspectors  in  environmental  protection,  and  volunteer  con¬ 
sultants  on  town  beautification  and  park  programs  (po  zeleneniiu).  It  is 
also  possible  to  be  certified  as  a  kinolektor,  or  public  speaker  for  films.  In 
addition,  in  all  the  large  cities  of  the  republic,  the  society  maintains  and 
administers  nature  houses  ( doma  prirody).  These  are  centers  where  all 
environmental  protection  activities  are  held:  environmental  seminars,  the 
“People’s  University”  lectures,  environmental  programs  organized  by  the 
party,  programs  for  professionals  and  managers,  public  lectures,  and  envi¬ 
ronmental  exhibits.  In  1980,  the  Yaroslavl  Nature  House  held  a  special 
course  for  deputies  to  the  local  soviet. 

To  perform  its  task  of  assistance  to  the  authorities  in  environmental 
protection,  the  All-Russian  (Soviet)  Society  has  a  sizable  staff  organized 
into  thirteen  departments  representing  the  major  environmental  areas,  as 
well  as  a  committee  on  special  problems,  such  as  interrepublican  river 
basins.  University  and  state  experts  head  these  departments.  Like  every 
other  Soviet  organization,  the  departments  are  organized  hierarchically 
and  territorially.  Thus,  the  society’s  scientific-technical  council  organizes 
and  supervises  the  worker  technical  commissions  at  the  factories,  where 
management,  engineers,  and  workers  evaluate  environmental  control  mea¬ 
sures  for  their  factory.  As  an  incentive,  the  society  holds  a  yearly  competi¬ 
tion  among  the  commissions  for  the  best  design  of  factory  environmental 
controls.  The  society  also  mobilizes  citizens  in  their  communities  to  assist 
local  government  in  town  improvement  measures,  such  as  tree  planting, 
municipal  beautification,  and  city  cleanups.  When,  for  example,  the  Mos¬ 
cow  Gorispolkom  (Executive  Committee)  environmental  protection  com¬ 
mittee  calls  for  citizen  action  groups,  or  aktivy,  the  society  assumes  the 
major  responsibility  for  mobilizing  volunteers. 

The  public  inspection  system  operates  at  the  workplace  and  in  the  com¬ 
munity  at  large.  After  certification  by  the  “People’s  University,”  the  new 
inspector  is  placed  in  a  basic  organization.  A  small  factory  might  have 
three  to  four  inspectors;  a  large  factory  more.  The  public  inspector  works 
with  the  official  state  inspector  in  the  local  ses  and  other  government  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  environmental  control.  When  he  determines  the  law 
has  been  broken,  he  delivers  a  citation  of  violation  to  the  local  authorities.17 
In  addition  to  the  public  control  exercised  by  the  nature  protection  socie¬ 
ties,  there  are  the  people’s  control  commissions  organized  by  local  govern- 
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ment  and  the  hunting  inspectorates  established  through  the  appropriate 
republican  ministries  in  charge  of  hunting  and  fishing.  Essentially,  the  par¬ 
ticipation  of  the  public  is  the  same.  The  would-be  inspectors  attend  certifi¬ 
cation  classes  and  then  go  to  work  under  the  supervision  of  state  personnel. 
Every  citation  has  to  be  verified  by  a  government  supervisor. 

There  is  little  grass  roots  spontaneity  about  the  public’s  role  in  these 
associations.  Every  member  is  told  what  the  limits  of  his  activity  are  and  is 
guided  in  that  activity.  Resident  scientists  and  experts  exercise  leadership 
of  local  chapters.  The  layman  has  virtually  no  authority  to  initiate  action. 
Every  step  must  be  cleared  with  a  supervisor,  and  the  citizen  faces  almost 
insurmountable  bureaucratic  hurdles  if  he  goes  beyond  what  is  clearly 
authorized  in  the  society  constitutions.  Nevertheless,  from  the  citizen’s 
standpoint,  the  solicitation  of  his  involvement  even  within  the  constraints 
set  for  his  participation  identifies  an  area  of  opportunity  that  is  denied  him 
as  a  single  isolated  individual. 

As  the  authorized  vox  populi,  the  nature  protection  societies,  especially 
in  the  non-Russian  republics,  have  become  increasingly  active  in  recent 
years.  The  press  has  particularly  cited  the  efforts  of  the  Kazakh  Society  for 
the  Protection  of  the  Natural  Environment,18  the  Tadzhik  Society  for  the 
Protection  of  Nature,19  and  the  Kirgiz  Nature  Conservation  Society.20  The 
Georgian  Nature  Protection  Society  was  only  organized  in  1980  by  a  joint 
party  and  Georgian  Council  of  Ministers’  resolution,  but  it  has  also  re¬ 
ceived  commendation  by  the  press.21  Clearly,  there  are  proenvironmental 
party  and  government  authorities  who  attach  considerable  importance  to 
raising  the  public’s  environmental  consciousness  and  mobilizing  it  for  en¬ 
vironmental  objectives.  Public  opinion  can  act  as  a  check  on  irresponsible 
behavior  by  the  economic  and  party  hierarchies.  As  a  Georgian  party  offi¬ 
cial  expressed  it,  “[the  analysis  of  public  opinion]  is  a  kind  of  investigation 
of  republican  industry’s  readiness  to  implement  party  and  government 
resolutions  on  improving  the  economic  machinery, .  .  .  [It]  helps  improve 
party  committees’  organizational  and  educational  work  and  makes  their 
efforts  more  effective.”22 

Among  the  most  independent  of  the  nature  organizations  in  the  Soviet 
Union  are  the  student  environmental  groups.  Surprisingly,  these  groups 
are  not  organized  hierarchically,  but  are  formed  on  an  ad  hoc  basis  where 
there  is  sufficient  student  interest.  In  1979,  there  were  twenty-nine  such 
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groups  representing  an  active  membership  of  around  three  thousand  young 
people. 

The  mgu  (Moscow  State  University)  Young  People’s  Council  on  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Protection  was  the  pioneer  among  these  organizations.  The 
council  originated  in  the  faculty  of  biology,  but  quickly  became  interde¬ 
partmental.  It  now  recruits  students  from  every  discipline.  As  might  be 
expected,  it  runs  an  information  program  for  students  at  the  university. 
But  it  also  is  involved  in  several  projects  that  are  unique  to  the  group  and 
appear  to  be  run  primarily  at  the  students’  initiative.  These  projects  have 
included  a  study  program  of  recreational  resources  ( zapovedrtiki ,  nature 
reserves  in  the  Moscow  area  and  elsewhere,  and  recreational  areas);  a 
garbage  disposal  project;  Vystrel  (the  Shot),  where  student  volunteers  go 
into  the  woods  to  control  poaching;  and  Khoziain  o  Moskve  (Landlord 
about  Moscow),  a  project  that  evaluates  problems  of  environmental  con¬ 
trol,  regulations,  and  land  use  in  the  Moscow  area.  Students  participate  in 
these  programs  on  the  basis  of  their  university  specialty.  If  a  student  is 
accepted  for  an  expedition  to  study  pollution  in  Lake  Sevan,  for  example, 
then  he  must  have  taken  course  work  to  prepare  him  for  the  field  expe¬ 
rience.  The  permanent  aktiv  is  composed  of  about  fifty  students,  but  in 
each  faculty  group,  there  are  probably  a  hundred  students  who  may  be 
called  upon  for  mass  campaigns.  The  most  extensive  of  these  and  one  for 
which  the  council  has  established  a  formidable  reputation  is  the  New  Year’s 
tree  campaign.  About  a  thousand  students  fan  out  into  the  railroad  sta¬ 
tions  and  the  main  highways  coming  into  Moscow  to  check  all  persons 
arriving  in  the  city  with  a  fir  tree  in  their  possession.  Unless  an  individual 
can  show  a  receipt  of  purchase,  the  chances  are  he  has  illegally  cut  down  a 
tree  and  is  thus  liable  for  a  fine.  The  students  catch  hundreds  of  Muscovites 
annually  in  their  control  net. 

Once  a  year,  there  is  a  conference  where  students  come  from  their  vari¬ 
ous  universities  to  attend  educational  seminars  and  exchange  experiences. 
Each  conference  meets  in  a  different  university  city  and  is  devoted  to  a 
special  theme  or  problem.  In  1976,  the  conference  in  Kirov  proposed  two 
new  activities,  “Fakt”  and  “Recreation.”  In  1977,  the  conference  in  Perm 
voted  to  create  a  Coordinating  Council  for  the  Student  Movement  in  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection.  The  conference  is  the  centerpiece  of  the  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council’s  educational  program.  Other  aspects  in- 
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elude  a  newsletter,  Vystrel ,  circulated  to  student  groups  around  the  USSR, 
a  general  course  for  students  by  students  in  environmental  protection,  and 
recreational  evenings  of  films  and  lectures  by  faculty  and  specialists.  The 
annual  budget  runs  to  a  healthy  15,000  rubles.  The  council  is  registered 
with  the  International  Youth  Federation  for  Environmental  Studies  and 
Conservation  in  Switzerland.23 

Reports  in  the  mgu  Youth  Council  newsletter  indicate  considerable  ac¬ 
tivity  among  the  student  groups.  In  1977,  for  example,  some  3,200  young 
people  were  reported  as  having  arrested  3,158  violators,  including  226 
poachers,  270  speculators,  626  woodcutters,  and  499  illegal  fishermen.  The 
record  for  1978  was  as  good:  3,018  were  caught,  among  them  181  hunters, 
644  fishermen,  1,585  violators  of  forest  regulations,  and  213  speculators  in 
the  sale  of  protected  birds,  flora,  and  fauna.  In  addition,  members  un¬ 
covered  twenty  instances  of  pollution,  wrote  151  articles  for  the  press,  and 
made  thirty  radio  appearances.  In  1978,  fifteen  research  groups  completed 
five  scientific  expeditions,  and  six  other  groups  worked  on  identification 
and  data  collection  for  potential  nature  reserves.24 

The  university  environmental  groups  do  not  operate  independently  of 
all  supervision.  However,  the  Moscow  University  council  developed  in  a 
rather  unique  way  that  appears  to  have  set  a  precedent  for  the  development 
of  subsequent  environmental  student  organizations,  mgu  faculty  have  his¬ 
torically  had  close  ties  with  the  All-Russian  Society  for  the  Protection  of 
Nature.  At  its  first  conference  in  1934,  the  society  elected  an  mgu  scientist 
as  head.  At  the  second  congress  in  1947,  thirty-six  of  the  forty-one  indi¬ 
viduals  elected  to  the  society’s  executive  committee  were  associated  with 
mgu,  eighteen  of  whom  were  scientists,  and  thirteen  of  whom  were  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  mgu  Council  of  Representatives.  A  youth  section  for  the  society 
was  organized  in  1 94 1 ,  and  in  1 960,  student  environmental  groups  obtained 
the  right  to  organize.  Students  in  the  mgu  geography  and  biology  faculties 
were  the  most  active  and  pressed  forward  with  support  from  their  profes¬ 
sors.  After  an  initial  two-year  experimental  period,  a  consolidated  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council  obtained  its  first  funding  through  the  Com¬ 
munist  Youth  League  (Komsomol)  in  1974.25 

While  the  council’s  plans  of  activities  have  to  be  approved  by  the  league, 
the  council  organizationally  remains  outside  the  league  and  is  authorized 
to  coordinate  environmental  campaigns  in  which  youth  groups  participate 
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either  through  local  government  or  through  the  Komsomol.  The  council 
thus  must  gain  the  support  of  local  government  for  all  community  activi¬ 
ties.  Despite  these  constraints,  the  university  group  appears  unique  among 
Soviet  organizations  in  having  considerable  independence  of  action  with 
no  institutional  accountability  to  a  superior  unit  within  its  own  organiza¬ 
tion  or  a  supervising  umbrella  organization  embracing  all  environmental 
youth  groups.  The  Komsomol  still  does  not  have  its  own  environmental 
subgroup,  but  it  relies  on  the  university  organizations,  and  on  the  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council,  in  particular,  for  leadership  in  environmen¬ 
tal  matters.  Apparently,  the  council  has  not  been  required  to  seek  an  all- 
union  affiliation  with  any  mass  organization.  The  council  is  understandably 
proud  of  its  status  and  achievements.  Conversations  with  council  members 
revealed  an  enthusiasm  and  motivation  that  was  entirely  lacking  in  discus¬ 
sions  with  the  professional  administrators  of  the  All-Russian  Society. 

Given  its  location  at  mgu,  the  mgu  Youth  Council  represents  an  elite 
group  of  students  coming  mostly  from  the  natural  and  social  science  fields. 
These  students  form  the  nucleus  of  the  future  environmental  “invisible 
college”  networks  between  the  Academy  of  Sciences  institutes  (where  no 
doubt  the  majority  will  go  after  graduation),  the  universities,  and  the 
branch  ministerial  research  institutes.  Advised  and  encouraged  by  the  older 
generation  of  scientists,  they  carry  on  and  transfer  to  the  next  generation 
the  environmental  concern  of  their  professors.  At  the  annual  conferences, 
young  environmentalists  from  all  over  the  Soviet  Union  come  in  contact 
with  one  another  and  share  similar  experiences.  Clearly,  the  student  envi¬ 
ronmental  groups  of  today  are  the  heart  of  the  scientific  environmental 
lobby  of  tomorrow,  the  future  leaders  of  the  environmental  mass  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  next  generation  of  consultants  to  state  and  party  authorities. 

The  final  area  of  public  involvement  in  environmental  protection  is  in 
the  community.  Mention  was  made  in  chapter  5  of  the  recruitment  of  the 
public  into  the  environmental  aktivy  organized  by  the  municipal  environ¬ 
mental  protection  subcommittees.  Here  again,  public  participation  is  so¬ 
licited  and  is  intended  to  produce  the  results  that  are  desired  and  orches¬ 
trated  by  those  in  charge.  The  public  may  express  its  unsolicited  desires 
through  the  “voters’  requests,”  the  write-in  petitions  addressed  to  deputies 
at  election  time.  A  review  of  the  bulletins  of  the  executive  committees  of 
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the  Moscow  and  Leningrad  city  soviets  from  1970  to  1981  reveals  a  sur¬ 
prising  number  of  these  requests  concerned  with  environmental  matters. 
Voter  requests  in  Leningrad  filed  in  November  1974  included  requests  to 
improve  a  district  water  supply,  take  down  a  compressor  station  on  the 
banks  of  the  Obvod  Canal,  have  a  forestry  commission  upgrade  Nevsky 
Forest  as  a  recreation  area,  and  complete  the  reconstruction  of  the  city’s 
children’s  park.  Out  of  three  hundred  requests,  125  involved  improvement 
of  the  environment,  or  42  percent.26  During  the  same  election  year,  similar 
requests  were  addressed  to  deputies  to  the  Moscow  City  Soviet,  although 
the  proportion  of  petitions  regarding  the  environment  was  lower.  Deputies 
are  obligated  to  implement  these  requests.  Implementation  may  take  a 
long  time,  but  the  status  of  the  requests  is  a  matter  of  public  knowledge 
and  must  be  published  from  time  to  time  in  the  gorispolkom  bulletins.  The 
number  of  environmental  requests  suggests  a  strong  association  in  the 
public’s  mind  between  an  aesthetic  and  clean  environment  and  acceptable 
living  conditions.  Individuals  also  have  limited  opportunities  to  speak  up 
in  public  meetings  or  in  their  residential  areas.  Citizen  protest  spared  many 
trees  during  the  restoration  of  residential  blocks  in  the  Old  Town  of  Prague 
and  resulted  in  the  planting  of  trees  in  a  new  residential  complex  in  the 
outskirts  of  Leningrad. 

The  local  chapter  of  the  nature  protection  society  can  play  a  leading  role 
in  representing  the  public’s  views  on  a  community  environmental  issue. 
Since  the  newspapers  do  not  carry  accounts  of  these  efforts,  it  is  difficult  to 
measure  how  widespread  they  are.  In  Banska  Bystrica  in  Czechoslovakia, 
the  author  learned  that  the  militancy  of  the  local  Defenders  of  Nature 
organization  had  successfully  prevented  the  cutting  down  of  some  old  trees 
lining  a  city  boulevard.  The  chapter  had  also  worked  hard  to  have  a  certain 
meadowland  set  aside  as  a  protected  area. 

The  involvement  of  the  Yugoslav  layman  in  environmental  protection  is 
not  nearly  as  well  organized  or  as  strongly  promoted  by  the  government  as 
in  the  Soviet  Union.  First  of  all,  although  workplaces  are  now  required  to 
implement  environmental  measures,  and  workers’  councils  must  set  aside 
monies  for  environmental  protection  before  they  decide  what  to  do  with 
the  unallocated  factory  profit,  the  trade  unions  have  yet  to  become  involved 
in  the  overseeing  of  environmental  performance  at  the  workplace.  Since 
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self-management  posits  worker  ownership  of  the  factory,  in  theory  it  is  the 
task  of  the  worker  in  his  role  as  self-managing  plant  owner  to  ensure  the 
proper  pollution  controls,  not  the  trade  union. 

Second,  there  is  no  sociopolitical  organization  for  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  like  the  Soviet  variant  that  the  layman  may  join.  The  closest  is  the 
system  of  councils  for  the  protection  and  improvement  of  the  human  envi¬ 
ronment  that  extend  from  the  federal  to  the  local  level.  But  these  councils 
are  primarily  mobilizers  of  public  activity.  The  public  per  se  does  not  join 
them.  Rather,  the  councils  work  with  local  government,  the  republican 
and  local  health  services,  and  the  research  institutes  to  develop  environ¬ 
mental  campaigns  (akcije)  in  which  the  public  is  urged  to  participate.  The 
main  function  of  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement 
of  the  Environment  is  to  orchestrate  popular  participation  through  the 
sponsorship  of  environmental  action  and  educational  campaigns  under  the 
auspices  of  the  republic  and  town  environmental  organs.  It  is  not  a  mass 
organization. 

An  example  of  a  Federal  Council  akcija  may  be  found  in  the  1981  cam¬ 
paign,  “88  Roses  for  President  Tito.”  In  the  spring  of  that  year,  the  Federal 
Council  sponsored  and  organized  a  nationwide  tree-planting  campaign  to 
commemorate  the  first  anniversary  of  Tito’s  death.  Tito  was  88  when  he 
died.  A  town,  factory,  or  school  could  honor  his  death  by  planting  in  his 
memory  88  bushes  or  trees,  which  were  supplied  through  the  council  at 
little  or  no  cost.  The  campaign  had  a  political  and  environmental  educa¬ 
tional  goal.  The  political  goal  was  to  unite  the  entire  country  in  paying 
public  respect  to  the  father  of  modern  Yugoslavia.  The  environmental  goal 
was  to  help  beautify  the  local  community  and  thereby  assist  the  country’s 
much  needed  reforestation  program.  The  two  goals  together  were  designed 
to  promote  public  awareness  of  the  fact  that  environmental  protection  was 
an  integral  and  necessary  component  of  socialist  Yugoslavia’s  development. 
According  to  the  former  secretary  general  of  the  council,  Milivoje  To- 
dorovic,  a  campaign  of  this  kind  may  be  considered  a  “typical”  Yugoslav 
environmental  akcija ,  combining  the  political  with  the  environmental. 

Action  campaigns  in  Yugoslavia  are  voluntary  in  a  different  sense  than 
in  the  United  States.  On  March  25,  1981,  the  Nis  paper.  The  People's 
News,  reported  that  the  town  of  Aksintsa  was  one  of  the  first  to  vote  to 
plant  the  88  trees.27  On  March  27,  1981,  the  Permanent  Conference  of 
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Towns  and  Opstini  formally  approved  the  campaign.28  On  March  29,  the 
Macedonian  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Human 
Environment  gave  its  approval  to  the  action.29  By  April  1,  3,200  local  com¬ 
munes  had  approved  the  project.30  Once  the  commune  has  approved  an 
akcija ,  it  is  obligated  to  carry  it  out.  The  aim  of  the  Federal  Council  was  to 
persuade  all  15,000  communes  of  Yugoslavia  to  join  the  program;  100 
percent  approval  would  mean  the  campaign  was  a  success.  Since,  however, 
the  public  had  nothing  to  do  either  with  the  initiation  of  the  program  or 
with  its  implementation,  the  volunteering  of  services  in  effect  indicated 
little  about  public  attitudes  regarding  the  environment. 

Within  the  Socialist  Alliance,  there  are  the  Yugoslav  professional  socie¬ 
ties  mentioned  in  chapter  6  that  are  concerned  with  the  protection  of  a 
specific  environmental  area,  such  as  air  or  water.  However,  membership  in 
these  societies  is  confined  mainly  to  specialists,  and  when  they  speak  out 
on  environmental  issues,  their  opinion,  as  noted  in  the  previous  chapter,  is 
given  from  the  expert’s  perspective,  not  from  the  layman’s  point  of  view. 

It  is  a  pity  that  no  lay  environmental  organization  functions  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia.  Unlike  the  Soviet  Union,  Yugoslavia  does  not  have  a  century-old 
environmental  tradition,  nor  has  it  inherited  a  nature  protection  society 
from  precommunist  times.  Yugoslavs  attribute  their  failure  to  develop  a 
popular  environmental  conscience  to  the  long  period  of  Turkish  rule  and 
the  focus  of  national  effort  on  national  independence.  There  is,  of  course, 
no  reason  today  why  a  nature  society  could  not  be  formed.  The  fact  that 
none  yet  exists  attests  to  the  continuing  absence  of  strong  popular  aware¬ 
ness  of  environmental  issues.  Seen  in  this  light,  campaigns  such  as  the  “88 
Roses”  have  a  special  relevance  and  urgency. 

The  two  organizations  most  oriented  toward  popular  participation  are 
youth  groups:  the  Gorani  Movement  ( Pokret  Gorani)  and  the  Organiza¬ 
tion  of  Young  Researchers  ( Mladi  istrazivaci).  As  with  most  institutions  in 
Yugoslavia,  the  two  movements  exist  in  every  republic  but  are  more  active 
in  some  than  in  others. 

Every  Yugoslav  may  belong  to  the  Gorani  Movement.  Membership  is 
neither  formal  nor  permanent.  However,  mostly  young  people  are  actively 
involved.  The  movement  began  some  twenty-five  years  ago  with  the  aim 
of  promoting  reforestation  and  antierosion  programs  among  the  public.  It 
expanded  its  activities  to  include  beautification  and  the  education  of  young 


281 


Chapter  Seven 


people  in  nature  conservation.  The  movement  conducts  lectures  and  edu¬ 
cation  and  nature  conservation  demonstration  programs.  The  hope  is  that 
once  young  people  begin  to  appreciate  the  environment,  they  will  be  more 
interested  in  its  protection  and  more  willing  to  vote  the  money  to  protect  it. 

The  organization  has  a  brigade  in  every  primary  school  and  local  com¬ 
munity.  One  to  three  delegates  are  elected  from  every  brigade  to  serve  a 
two-year  term  in  the  opstina  body.  There  are  150  opstina  bodies  in  Serbia. 
The  yearly  program  is  determined  by  the  opstina  organizations  that  meet 
once  every  four  years  for  a  regional  conference.  In  typical  Yugoslav  ad¬ 
ministrative  fashion,  the  regional  conferences  elect  representatives  to  the 
republican  conference,  which  elects  a  one-term  president  and  praesidium. 
The  presidium  and  lower  executive  committees  are  voluntary  offices,  but 
the  presidium  has  a  central  office  with  eight  paid  staff.  The  presidium 
draws  up  general  five-year  and  one-year  plans  as  guidelines  for  the  lower 
organizations.  Financing  is  provided  by  the  opstina  and  the  regional  and 
republican  forestry  service.  Local  work  organizations  contribute  upon  re¬ 
quest,  and  when  technicians,  specialists,  or  transport  are  needed,  these  are 
provided  free  of  charge  by  the  work  organizations. 

Large  reforestation  projects  involving  a  thousand  hectares  are  organized 
at  the  Gorani  Movement  republican  level,  as  they  require  around  three 
hundred  volunteers  for  at  least  two  months.  Lesser  projects  are  based  on 
opstina  reforestation  plans,  where  local  foresters  determine  the  numbers 
and  kinds  of  trees  needed.  The  Gorani  volunteers  decide  how  many  people 
are  required  to  do  the  job  and  provide  tents,  food,  and  the  small  necessi¬ 
ties.  Much  of  the  tree  planting  is  done  during  the  school  term.  The  chil¬ 
dren’s  brigades  elect  an  executive  committee,  commander,  secretary,  and 
child  in  charge  of  the  food.  The  projects  take  place  on  weekends,  and  only 
the  larger  ones  occur  during  the  summer  months.  In  general,  these  are 
sponsored  by  the  communist  youth  organization  rather  than  the  school.  In 
addition,  the  movement  conducts  environmental  education  programs  in 
the  schools  and  organizes  community  lectures  by  environmental  specialists. 
Once  or  twice  a  year,  there  is  a  membership  drive  to  recruit  new  students. 

So  far,  no  study  has  been  conducted  to  determine  what  influence  the 
movement  may  have  had  in  changing  popular  attitudes  about  the  envi¬ 
ronment.  The  movement  leadership  believes  it  has  been  substantial.  Fif¬ 
teen  years  ago,  it  says,  the  peasants  were  against  reforestation  on  fertile 
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ground.  Now  they  are  eager  to  receive  trees  or  to  have  the  school  children 
plant  in  their  town.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  reforestation  effort  has  been 
effective.  In  i960,  according  to  the  forestry  service,  200,000  hectares  of 
land  needed  to  be  reforested  in  Serbia  alone.  Since  that  time,  140,000  of 
those  have  been  reforested  by  the  Gorani  Movement.  An  additional  25,000 
hectares  have  been  planted  with  communal  greenery  and  35,000  with 
grass.  There  are  still  1.2  million  hectares  requiring  reforestation  in  the  rest 
of  Yugoslavia,  and  Gorani  volunteers  will  plant  close  to  two-thirds  of  that. 
Approximately  20,000  hectares  are  planted  each  year.31 

With  the  decrease  in  funding  from  central  sources  after  the  adoption  of 
self-management,  the  movement  was  hard  pressed  to  maintain  its  momen¬ 
tum.  One  forestry  enthusiast  in  the  town  of  Becej  in  the  Vojvodina  con¬ 
ceived  of  the  idea  of  starting  a  Gorani  nursery  and  having  the  movement 
raise  the  trees  needed  for  reforestation.  After  nine  years  of  talking  and 
persuading,  Misa  Pejovic  succeeded  in  raising  50,000  dinars  from  volun¬ 
teer  contributors  and  persuaded  the  town  of  Becej  to  donate  ten  and  a  half 
hectares  to  the  project.  Today,  the  Gorani  headquarters  building  and  the 
nursery  cover  four  of  those  hectares,  and  six  make  up  the  Gorani  Move¬ 
ment’s  Park  of  Brotherhood  and  Unity.  The  nursery’s  trees  are  distributed 
all  over  Yugoslavia.  Those  designated  for  reforestation  by  the  movement 
are  donated;  other  organizations  must  pay.32 

For  all  its  impressive  record,  the  Gorani  Movement  remains  an  orga¬ 
nization  run  for  young  people  by  authorized,  interested  adults  for  a  specific 
purpose.  The  secretary  of  the  Serbian  conference  is  an  older  person  as  is 
Misa  Pejovic,  the  founder  of  the  Gorani  Nursery.  There  is  little  room 
within  the  movement  for  youth  initiative.  On  the  contrary,  the  movement’s 
leadership  seeks  to  direct  youthful  energy  toward  appropriate  preselected 
environmental  goals.  In  its  pedagogical  aims  and  dependence  on  public 
funds,  it  resembles  the  Soviet  nature  societies,  but  with  a  more  narrow 
application. 

The  Organization  of  Young  Researchers  was  founded  in  1976  to  promote 
scientific  interest  primarily  among  university  students.  Affiliated  with  the 
communist  youth  organization,  its  membership  is  not  rigid  but  open  to  all 
students  with  a  scientific  bent.  Of  its  basic  organizations,  twenty-six  are  in 
Belgrade  University  alone,  in  the  faculties  of  biology,  geology,  and  geog¬ 
raphy.  The  rest  of  the  groups  are  widely  dispersed  in  fifty  other  cities.  The 
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organization  has  grown  from  two  local  societies  in  1975  to  the  present 
number  organized  into  regional  and  republican  conferences.  Like  the  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council,  the  Organization  of  Young  Researchers  has 
strong  ties  with  the  Yugoslav  communist  youth  organization  and  the  scien¬ 
tific  community.  The  yearly  program  is  drawn  up  by  an  appointed  com¬ 
mission,  of  whom  ten  represent  the  Young  Researchers,  nine  belong  to  the 
Youth  Organization,  and  two  are  drawn  from  interested  scientific  and 
social  institutions. 

The  Young  Researchers’  principal  activity  is  the  administration  of  some 
fifty  summer  programs  involving  supervised  research  in  various  academic 
disciplines.  Most  of  the  programs  are  in  the  sciences,  but  there  are  also  a 
few  in  architecture,  art,  and  archeology.  About  half  the  programs  involve 
research  in  an  environmental  or  environmentally  related  area.  The  pro¬ 
grams  are  chosen  on  the  basis  of  expressed  need  by  a  scientific  or  social 
organization.  According  to  the  leadership,  every  program  must  contain 
three  elements:  it  must  be  of  interest  to  youth;  there  must  be  an  organiza¬ 
tion  that  can  use  the  research  results;  and  it  must  demonstrate  a  benefit  to 
society,  namely,  the  promotion  of  science  in  education.  Every  program  is 
supervised  by  the  sponsoring  organization,  which  also  provides  equipment 
free.  Transportation  to  the  research  site  is  provided  free  of  charge  by  the 
transport  industry,  while  food  and  lodging  are  generally  provided  by  the 
commune  in  which  the  study  area  is  located.  Environmental  projects  of  a 
long-term  nature  include  the  identification  of  rare  species  in  Durmitor 
National  Park  and  the  sampling  and  testing  of  water  at  fifty-five  points 
along  the  Sava  River  under  the  supervision  of  the  Slovenian,  Croatian, 
and  Serbian  hydrometeorological  institutes.  In  1981,  the  Serbian  organiza¬ 
tion  tested  the  water  supply  of  Eastern  and  Central  Serbia.33 

The  constraints  upon  participation  are  obvious.  Each  program  is  highly 
organized  and  requires  the  active  cooperation  of  a  large  number  of  bureau¬ 
cracies,  from  scientific  institutes,  to  the  transport  industry,  to  republican 
and  local  governmental  institutions.  Within  these  limits,  initiative  from  the 
young  people  is  sought  and  encouraged.  The  author  was  privileged  to 
attend  an  organizational  meeting  to  launch  the  Sava  River  project  in  the 
spring  of  1981.  The  meeting  was  composed  of  representatives  from  the 
Young  Researchers,  the  Serbian  Public  Health  Department,  the  commu¬ 
nist  youth  organization,  Belgrade  University,  and  Belgrade  tv.  In  the  give 
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and  take  of  discussion,  the  young  people  were  treated  on  an  equal  basis 
with  the  adults.  The  two  members  of  the  Researchers’  Presidium  were 
thoroughly  prepared.  They  explained  the  project  clearly,  answered  ques¬ 
tions  without  hesitation,  and  asked  questions  in  turn.  Their  interest  and 
enthusiasm  made  the  project  seem  as  much  theirs  as  anyone’s.  At  the 
meeting,  the  representatives  from  the  interested  scientific  and  social  orga¬ 
nizations  gave  their  verbal  agreement  to  sponsor  the  project  and  offered 
equipment  and  expertise.34  While  strong  direction  and  support  was  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  scientific  professionals  and  the  political  organizations,  the 
students  themselves  were  left  to  decide  whether  to  undertake  a  project,  and 
then  they  had  to  do  most  of  the  legwork  to  assure  its  realization. 

In  organization  and  modus  operandi,  the  Yugoslav  groups  mentioned 
above  differ  little  from  the  Soviet  model.  Each  form  of  organization  has  a 
pedagogical  purpose.  Neither  country  has  a  truly  federal  mass  environ¬ 
mental  organization.  Like  the  Yugoslav  organizations,  the  Soviet  nature 
societies  operate  on  a  republican  basis,  some  being  more  active  than  others. 
Like  their  Yugoslav  counterparts,  the  republican  leadership  holds  the  main 
levers  of  control.  Assuredly,  the  self-management  principle  provides  for  a 
little  more  grass-roots  flexibility  and  initiative,  witness  the  founding  of  the 
Gorani  Tree  Nursery,  but  the  necessity  of  finding  outside  funding  means 
more  direct  cooperation  with  industry  than  is  the  case  in  the  Soviet  exam¬ 
ple.  Both  systems  rely  heavily  on  assistance  from  the  state  health  and  envi¬ 
ronmental  agencies. 

Where  Yugoslavia  differs  most  from  the  Soviet  Union  is  in  the  degree  of 
public  influence  possible  at  the  local  community  level.  Two  incidents  will 
illustrate  the  kinds  of  opportunities  that  exist. 

The  first  is  the  public  controversy  over  the  proposed  location  of  a  nuclear 
power  plant  on  Vir  Island,  one  of  the  less  frequented  spots  along  the 
Adriatic  coast.  The  town  fathers  were  compelled  to  refuse  the  project  amid 
mounting  public  concern  about  the  safety  of  the  plant.35  The  second  is  the 
reclamation  of  Lake  Palic.  This  action  was  started  by  the  principal  of  the 
local  high  school  in  the  city  of  Subotica  just  south  of  the  Hungarian  border 
in  the  Vojvodina.  The  principal,  a  chemist  by  profession,  was  also  one  of 
the  founding  members  and  head  of  the  Subotica  Council  for  the  Protection 
and  Improvement  of  the  Human  Environment.  Due  to  his  initiative  and 
the  cooperation  of  local  scientists,  the  community  voted  the  necessary 
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funds  to  drain  and  clean  the  lake  and  install  a  water  treatment  system. 
Suboticans  are  justly  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  project  was  a  product  of  the 
self-management  system.  The  money  was  raised  locally,  local  science  con¬ 
tributed  the  expertise,  and  local  contractors  did  the  work.  By  the  mid¬ 
seventies,  the  lake  water  was  probably  cleaner  than  at  any  time  during  the 
past  century.  The  lake  was  stocked  with  fish,  Yugoslav  and  Hungarian 
tourists  began  flocking  to  the  resort,  and  the  restaurant  and  motel  business 
picked  up. 

The  two  examples  suggest  the  scope  of  the  opportunities  available  in 
Yugoslavia  for  the  public  to  provide  input  into  local  environmental  deci¬ 
sions.  While  legally  it  is  possible  for  the  republican  or  federal  authorities  to 
override  a  local  decision  if  they  determine  a  compelling  social  interest,  it  is 
significant  that  in  the  sensitive  Vir  Island  case,  they  did  not  choose  to 
exercise  this  option.  At  Lake  Palic,  the  cleaning  of  the  lake  might  have  had 
a  less  positive  outcome  if  federal  or  republican  monies  had  been  needed  to 
complete  it,  but  the  commune  is  free  to  undertake  any  environmental  ini¬ 
tiative  so  long  as  no  outside  funding  is  required  and  the  public  approves.  It 
is  difficult  to  see  the  public  having  either  of  these  opportunities  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Significantly,  in  neither  of  the  countries  is  the  public  organized  to  ex¬ 
press  itself  nationwide  on  environmental  issues.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  hydra 
system  clearly  discourages  the  formation  of  transrepublican  associations. 
And  the  Soviet  leadership  has  not  yet  seen  fit  to  establish  one.  The  decen¬ 
tralization  of  the  expression  of  public  opinion  on  environmental  matters  is 
the  most  serious  structural  constraint  on  the  public’s  ability  to  influence 
environmental  policymaking. 

Regulation.  As  with  expertise,  both  countries  attach  great  importance  to 
the  rules  and  regulations  on  popular  participation  in  environmental  mat¬ 
ters.  Activities  that  have  not  been  sanctioned  by  law  or,  in  the  Yugoslav 
case,  by  contract,  are  not  only  suspect  but  in  most  instances  not  permitted. 
The  legal  environmental  organizations  have  thus  a  vested  interest  in  seeing 
their  participation  officially  sanctioned  in  every  document  that  pertains  to 
environmental  matters.  As  environmental  groups  have  discovered  in  the 
United  States,  there  is  no  arguing  with  legal  standing  or  the  fact  that  it 
opens  doors  to  new  and  expanded  forms  of  action. 

Earlier,  we  mentioned  the  tasks  assigned  by  special  government  resolu- 
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tion  to  the  Soviet  trade  unions  in  the  monitoring  of  environmental  pro¬ 
tection  in  the  factories.  In  his  classroom  lectures  on  environmental  law, 
Dr.  Petrov  mentioned  a  few  incidents  where  factory  trade  union  councils 
had  protested  their  conditions  citing  the  relevant  passages  in  the  1971  Fun¬ 
damental  Labor  Law  guaranteeing  labor  safety  (Articles  59-62)  and  the 
guidelines  for  union  control  over  the  observance  of  labor  safety  and  worker 
health  (Article  96).36  In  his  opinion,  these  protests  marked  the  beginning 
of  worker  activism  in  environmental  matters.  As  the  local  councils  became 
more  aware  of  the  protection  afforded  by  the  regulations,  they  would  insist 
on  their  strict  enforcement. 

Petrov  further  identified  a  new  environmental  role  for  trade  unions  in 
the  supervision  of  worker  recreation.  In  1980,  there  was  an  agreement 
between  the  cctu  Council  on  Tourism  and  the  Administration  for  Nature 
Protection,  Nature  Reservations,  and  Forest  and  Game  Preserves  on  trade 
union  responsibility  for  law  enforcement  in  national  parks.  According  to 
the  agreement,  instructors  and  responsible  personnel  at  trade  union  camps 
became  liable  for  any  action  taken  by  those  under  their  supervision.  If  the 
trade  union  tourist  broke  the  law,  the  instructor  was  required  to  bring  him 
to  justice.  Since  the  trade  union  organizations  are  involved  in  a  great  many 
tourist  activities,  strict  enforcement  of  the  agreement  could  reduce  envi¬ 
ronmental  damage  at  campsites  and  fragile  areas  frequented  by  hikers  and 
nature  lovers. 

Under  Article  88  of  the  rsfsr  Civil  Code,  the  trade  union  organization 
is  responsible  for  damage  done  by  a  worker  during  his  work  hours.  The 
law  requires  the  individual  to  pay  a  third  of  the  assessed  damage  if  the 
incident  occurred  accidentally.  If  it  was  deliberate,  he  must  pay  the  entire 
assessed  cost.  By  extension,  therefore,  the  Council  on  Tourism  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  worker  during  his  recreation  time.  If  the  damage  is  accidental, 
the  worker  pays  one-third  and  the  council  two-thirds.  If  it  is  deliberate,  the 
worker  must  pay  all,  and  the  payment  may  be  deducted  from  his  wages.  In 
Petrov’s  view.  Article  88  of  the  Civil  Code  virtually  guarantees  a  worker’s 
interest  in  preventing  environmental  damage.  Because  he  is  legally  liable 
for  the  deliberate  commission  of  a  pollution  offense,  the  worker  will  want 
to  cooperate  with  the  factory  trade  union  committees  to  ensure  a  cleaner 
environment.37  The  argument  is  reasonable.  However,  worker  activism  in 
recreational  matters  and  in  the  factory  would  seem  to  depend  more  on  the 
attitude  of  the  trade  union  environmental  protection  committee  toward  a 
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factory’s  or  individual’s  infringement  of  environmental  regulations  and  the 
receptivity  of  factory  management  to  environmental  controls  than  on  an 
article  in  a  civil  code.  Petrov  agreed  that  trade  union  initiative  might  be 
low  at  the  present  time,  but  he  believed  it  would  rise  as  workers  learned 
more  about  the  value  of  regulation  in  preventing  health  hazards.  In  his 
view,  “social  control”  through  the  trade  unions  was  a  method  whose  time 
had  not  quite  come. 

Personnel  in  the  All-Russian  Society  for  the  Protection  of  Nature  also 
placed  great  emphasis  on  the  legal  description  of  its  permissible  activities, 
stressing  that  where  there  were  no  specific  legal  guidelines,  it  was  illegal  for 
society  members  to  engage  in  that  activity.  In  areas  where  the  society  could 
legally  operate,  the  society  staff  saw  many  opportunities  to  be  effective.  In 
their  view,  the  republican  associations  had  been  particularly  active  in  the 
discovery  and  promotion  of  new  nature  reserves.  Their  zeal  in  this  domain 
had  been  so  strong  that  the  preservation  of  protected  land  had  taken  on 
national  cultural  overtones.  Landmarks  associated  with  the  national  past 
of  a  republic’s  dominant  ethnic  group  were  increasingly  finding  their  way 
into  the  reserve  system.  The  societies  were  also  actively  engaged  in  writing 
letters  to  the  press  and  offering  opinions  on  local  and  republican  environ¬ 
mental  legislation,  as  stipulated  in  the  1972  Council  of  Ministers’  resolution 
and  the  revised  society  constitutions.  However,  the  All-Russian  Society 
officials  stressed  that  legal  competence  stopped  at  the  republican  level.  The 
republican  societies’  constitutions  do  not  allow  them  to  give  an  opinion 
on  fundamental  environmental  legislation  (osnovy),  or  on  regulations  that 
pertain  to  the  central  ministries  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  republics. 

Legal  standing  was  also  very  important  to  the  mgu  Youth  Council.  Its 
leadership  expressed  particular  satisfaction  over  its  relatively  independent 
status  and  the  broad  scope  of  its  authorized  activities.  The  obtention  of  the 
right  to  organize  in  i960  represented  a  great  step  forward  for  the  group,  as 
did  the  receipt  of  the  first  Komsomol  funds  in  1974.  Without  legal  standing, 
the  group  would  not  be  able  to  undertake  summer  research  programs, 
publish  a  legal  journal,  or  hold  public  seminars.  Most  important,  it  would 
be  unable  to  receive  any  state  financial  support. 

Regulation  also  makes  it  possible  for  citizens  to  be  active  at  the  local 
level  and  send  “voters’  requests”  to  local  delegates  at  election  time.  The 
same  regulation  requires  that  local  soviets  act  on  these  requests.  While  one 
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can  argue  that  all  of  these  rules  are  too  insignificant  to  enable  the  public  to 
exercise  any  real  influence,  the  fact  remains  that  they  are  there  to  be 
utilized.  The  tremendous  growth  in  environmental  reporting  over  the  past 
ten  years  indicates  that  not  only  is  the  public  becoming  increasingly  sensi¬ 
tized  to  the  environmental  degradation  around  it  but  that  there  is  public 
interest  in  the  issues  and  thus  indirect  pressure  to  report  progress,  particu¬ 
larly  when  local  environmental  chapters  are  involved. 

In  Yugoslavia,  legal  standing  is  equally  important.  An  action  initiated 
by  the  Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Envi¬ 
ronment,  such  as  the  “88  roses,”  requires  legally  binding  republican  and 
local  approval  before  it  can  be  carried  out.  It  took  nine  years  for  the  Gorani 
Nursery  to  obtain  official  approval  and  contracts  from  work  organizations 
and  the  town  to  go  into  business.  The  Young  Researchers  must  reach 
agreement  with  a  whole  range  of  bureaucratic  institutions  to  conduct  the 
summer  research  programs,  and  these  compacts  have  the  force  of  law. 
Some  agreements  are  more  easily  reached  than  others.  While  the  Serbian 
organizations  welcomed  the  Young  Researchers’  project  on  the  Sava  River, 
the  Croatian  and  Slovenian  organizations  were  not  as  enthusiastic,  and 
only  the  first  phase  of  the  plan  was  implemented.  Without  agreement  of 
support  from  the  necessary  organizations,  the  Young  Researchers  could 
not  carry  on  their  research.  Regulation  not  only  permits  a  group  to  act  but 
defines  the  scope  of  its  activities  and  designates  funding.  As  with  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  agencies  and  expertise,  regulation  is  the  most  important  factor 
promoting  the  public’s  input  into  environmental  policymaking. 


Numbers  and  Need 

The  two  greatest  assets  possessed  by  the  public  are  numbers  showing  the 
growing  incidence  of  environmentally  related  diseases,  and  the  dependence 
of  the  environmental  authorities  upon  the  mobilization  of  the  public  to 
help  achieve  its  environmental  goals. 

Numbers.  Environmentally  induced  illness,  changes  in  the  mortality  rate 
due  to  environmental  reasons,  sterility,  lost  work  days  related  to  environ¬ 
mental  causes:  these  factors  more  than  any  other  except  the  exhaustion 
of  resources  motivate  governments  to  environmental  action,  particularly 
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when  the  problem  extends  to  large  numbers  of  the  population.  Mention 
was  made  in  chapter  5  of  Dr.  Mitrovic’s  calculations  of  cost  and  savings  in 
health  care  when  pollution  is  reduced.  At  the  first  USSR/ USA  Sympo¬ 
sium  on  the  Economic  Aspects  of  Environmental  Protection,  held  at  Yere¬ 
van  in  October  1977,  Dr.  V.  V.  Bulgakov  of  the  Kiev  Scientific  Institute  of 
General  and  Public  Health  investigated  the  cost  of  air  pollution  in  terms 
of  pollution-related  illness  and  loss  of  working  time  in  ferrous  metallurgy 
plants  in  the  Ukraine.  He  concluded  that  per  thousand  persons,  the  medi¬ 
cal  costs  just  for  the  treatment  of  an  additional  number  of  people  suffering 
from  pollution-induced  illness  was  1,827  rubles  per  year,  and  production 
losses  for  one  hundred  workers  in  terms  of  disability  payments  and  na¬ 
tional  income  loss  was  3,500  rubles.38  These  figures  are  for  one  region  in 
the  Ukraine  only.  Bulgakov  did  not  include  every  cost  into  his  calculations, 
and  he  omitted  payments  to  parents  who  must  absent  themselves  from 
work  to  care  for  sick  children.  Still,  his  estimate  is  useful  in  that  it  does 
provide  a  crude  measure  of  the  cost  of  pollution  to  public  health.  Although 
the  sums  involved  may  seem  trivial  when  applied  to  a  hundred  workers  or 
a  thousand  members  of  the  population,  when  multiplied  over  the  total 
population  of  the  USSR,  they  become  substantial. 

Statistical  evidence  that  environmental  conditions  do  contribute  to  the 
incidence  of  sickness  and  serious  disease  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  increasingly 
finding  its  way  into  Soviet  scientific  publications.  E.  Z.  Danilova  has  re¬ 
ported  that  among  women  workers  in  the  chemical  industry,  there  is  a 
higher  percentage  of  premature  births,  newborn  mortality,  and  birth  of 
handicapped  children  than  in  the  normal  population.  In  the  rubber  indus¬ 
try,  women  exposed  to  harmful  chemicals  experienced  interrupted  men¬ 
struation,  and  the  average  number  of  pregnancies  was  two  times  less  than 
in  a  control  group  not  exposed  to  the  same  chemicals.  Women  working  in 
the  presence  of  toxic  materials  and  paints  were  observed  to  have  a  higher 
incidence  of  complications  during  pregnancy  and  to  suffer  from  more 
gynecological  disturbances  than  those  working  in  other  conditions.  It  is 
worth  noting  that  at  the  present  time,  the  majority  of  workers  working 
with  paints  and  toxic  materials  in  machine  construction,  the  electronics 
industry,  aviation,  and  other  branches  of  industry  are  women.39 

Based  on  a  highly  detailed  study  of  public  health  in  a  Leningrad  district 
from  1958  to  1973,  V.  A.  Miniaev  and  I.  V.  Poliakov  found  that  in  the  ten 
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most  important  branches  of  industry  in  Leningrad,  the  highest  incidence 
of  illness  in  the  study  period  was  in  the  textile,  light  metallurgy,  chemical, 
and  paper  and  wood  processing  industries  where  there  was  greater  pollu¬ 
tion,  and  the  lowest  was  in  the  autotransport,  communications,  and  con¬ 
struction  materials  industries.  They  further  found  that  problems  most 
associated  with  the  growth  in  temporary  work  incapacity  in  all  ten  indus¬ 
trial  branches  were  inflammation  of  the  lungs,  hypertension,  and  bron¬ 
chitis.  Among  the  other  factors  contributing  to  increased  illness  was  the 
length  of  time  spent  traveling  to  and  from  work  every  day.  Significantly, 
traveling  time  of  over  an  hour  each  day  tended  to  increase  the  incidence  of 
lost  work  days  no  matter  what  the  age  cohort.  While  the  authors  explain 
the  increase  as  being  mainly  due  to  psychological  factors,  they  did  not  rule 
out  the  possibility  that  car  and  bus  emissions  also  played  a  role.  Most 
important,  the  authors  document  a  change  in  the  type  of  illness  charac¬ 
teristic  of  large  cities,  and  stress  the  increased  incidence  of  cancer,  which 
they  attribute  to  environmental  factors,  as  well  as  diseases  associated  with 
the  respiratory  and  cardiovascular  systems.40  The  authors  join  demog¬ 
rapher  M.  S.  Bednyi  in  urging  reform  in  the  public  health  care  system  and 
greater  emphasis  on  improving  living  conditions.41  A  Yugoslav  study  of  the 
effects  of  air  pollution  on  respiratory  ailments  in  school  children  in  two 
Serbian  towns,  one  highly  polluted  and  the  other  less  so,  likewise  found 
that  children  in  the  heavily  polluted  town  tended  to  exhibit  significantly 
more  cases  of  nasal  congestion,  tonsilitis,  and  chronic  bronchial  cough.42 

Soviet  scientist  Iu.  V.  Medvedkov  has  proposed  a  model  of  the  inter¬ 
action  between  man  and  his  urban  environment  as  a  basis  upon  which  to 
calculate  the  impact  of  urban  environmental  conditions  on  human  health.43 
Both  the  Twenty-sixth  and  Twenty-seventh  cpsu  Congresses  took  notice  of 
the  country’s  changing  public  health  picture  in  their  promise  to  strengthen 
the  preventive  health  program,  expand  the  health  care  network,  and  im¬ 
prove  the  production  of  pharmaceutical  products.  But  they  were  silent  on 
improving  the  urban  environment.44 

The  public  health  problem  is  the  passive  aspect  of  the  “numbers”  asset. 
Pollution  is  affecting  increasing  proportions  of  the  populations  of  the  two 
countries,  forcing  the  authorities  to  take  remedial  action.  However,  at  the 
present  time,  probably  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  people  realize  the 
degree  to  which  pollution  has  jeopardized  their  health.  In  both  countries, 
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water  remains  the  number  one  pollution-related  public  health  danger,  and 
there  is  definitely  some  popular  awareness  of  the  associated  risks.  If  there 
was  ignorance  before,  the  oil  spillage  into  the  Sava  River  certainly  served 
to  bring  the  problem  to  the  forefront  of  at  least  the  Serbian  public’s  atten¬ 
tion.  Unfortunately,  it  is  characteristic  of  environmental  problems  that  they 
generally  occur  within  a  confined  area.  Water  contamination  threatens 
only  Belgrade,  not  the  Slovenian  and  Croatian  cities  upriver.  Air  pollution, 
including  transboundary  effects,  is  also  a  regional  phenomenon,  whether  it 
be  in  Ekibastuz,  Alma-Ata,  or  Skopje,  while  noise  is  the  most  location- 
specific  of  all  pollution  forms.  The  localization  of  environmental  problems 
tends  to  discourage  active  public  involvement.  Where  groups  have  orga¬ 
nized  for  environmental  causes  in  the  United  States,  including  the  Alaska 
pipeline,  the  cause  has  tended  to  be  a  regional  problem  but  with  global 
implications  (saving  endangered  species),  not  a  nationwide  problem.  In¬ 
deed,  one  reason  for  U.S.  federal  foot-dragging  on  transboundary  air  pol¬ 
lution  is  that  the  effects  of  acid  rain  are  felt  in  a  circumscribed  area  with  a 
small  population,  while  the  costs  of  additional  controls  have  an  impact  on 
a  more  populous  and  more  economically  important  industrial  area. 

The  public’s  limited  access  to  information,  and  the  regional  segmenta¬ 
tion  of  its  activities,  makes  it  difficult  if  not  impossible  for  the  layman 
to  mount  the  sort  of  mass  action  that  would  be  effective  in  persuading 
governments  to  take  strong  remedial  action  where  the  public’s  health  is 
threatened.  National  organization  would  seem  to  be  required  to  enable  a 
popular  environmental  lobby  to  mobilize  sufficient  pressure  to  influence 
effectively  the  solution  of  a  regional  environmental  problem.  Numbers 
make  a  difference.  In  the  absence  of  transnational  environmental  associa¬ 
tions  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia,  numbers  remain  a  potential 
asset  that  provides  tangible  evidence  of  environmentally  induced  illness  to 
spur  government  enforcement  of  pollution  controls. 

Need.  In  both  countries,  the  environmental  agencies  and  government  ad¬ 
ministrations  need  the  public  to  implement  their  environmental  programs. 
Downing  has  shown  the  importance  to  the  epa  of  building  local  consti¬ 
tuencies  to  support  air  quality  standards  after  the  passage  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  of  1970.  Toward  this  end,  the  agency  stimulated  public  participation  at 
public  hearings  and  encouraged  the  formation  of  local  coalitions  capable 
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of  monitoring  the  implementation  of  the  standards.  During  the  implemen¬ 
tation  phase,  the  epa  was  forced  into  a  process  of  complex  bargaining  with 
the  states  and  industry  that  were  seeking  to  undermine  agency  power  and 
prevent  the  agency’s  rigid  enforcement  of  the  law.  The  public,  organized 
into  environmental  groups,  became  a  necessary  party  in  the  bargaining 
process  to  hold  up  higher  standards  against  intense  political  pressure  on 
the  agency  from  industry  and  the  state  administrations  to  settle  for  lower 
ones.45  The  epa  would  forfeit  its  right  to  exist  if  it  were  perceived  to  have 
been  “bought”  by  the  regulated  interests,  as  the  public  outcry  against  Gor- 
such  proved.  To  secure  its  legitimacy  and  its  influence,  it  must  be  able  to 
mobilize  a  mass  environmental  constituency. 

Some  of  these  findings  may  be  applied  to  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  situa¬ 
tions.  The  environmental  agencies  of  both  countries  need  a  constituency  to 
secure  their  legitimacy  and  to  serve  as  a  reason  for  the  expansion  of  their 
regulatory  activities.  If  they  are  not  to  be  completely  drawn  into  the  kom- 
promis  with  industry,  they  need  environmental  activists  to  monitor  the 
implementation  of  environmental  regulations.  Scientists  and  specialists 
may  be  of  use  in  the  policy  input  stage  in  delineating  the  importance  of  the 
problem  and  its  possible  solutions;  but  the  goal  of  environmental  manage¬ 
ment  is  not  to  serve  the  interests  of  scientists  but  to  guarantee  a  better  life 
for  the  mass  of  the  population.  The  public  needs  to  demand  quality  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  and  to  be  in  a  position  to  make  its  presence  felt  when 
that  is  not  provided.  Moreover,  so  long  as  neither  government  is  able  to 
allocate  the  funds  necessary  to  mount  a  comprehensive  and  effective  en¬ 
forcement  system,  public  volunteers  can  fill  in  the  most  serious  gaps. 

The  monitoring  and  inspection  powers  delegated  to  the  nature  protec¬ 
tion  societies  and  the  people’s  control  agencies  in  the  Soviet  Union,  even 
though  highly  circumscribed,  are  indicative  of  the  special  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  environmental  agencies  and  the  public  in  the  implementation  of 
environmental  regulations.  They  further  prove  that  this  relationship  is 
recognized  by  those  within  the  ruling  circle  who  are  concerned  with  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection.  The  absence  of  any  bona  fide  mass  organization  in 
Yugoslavia  suggests  that  the  Yugoslav  leadership  either  is  still  unaware  of 
the  importance  of  this  relationship  or  does  not  yet  consider  the  environ¬ 
mental  issue  to  be  of  sufficient  proportions  to  launch  a  serious  attempt  to 
implement  the  tangle  of  environmental  laws.  On  the  other  hand,  press 
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criticism  is  becoming  increasingly  outspoken  on  the  existence  of  myriad 
environmental  regulations  and  compacts  to  which  environmental  inspec¬ 
tors  turn  a  blind  eye.  Perhaps  the  environmental  agencies  themselves  may 
be  beginning  to  recognize  the  tie  between  the  mobilization  of  public  de¬ 
mand  and  their  ability  to  implement  the  law. 

Like  the  numbers  asset,  the  dependency  of  the  environmental  agencies 
upon  mobilized  public  support  remains  a  potential  rather  than  actual 
source  of  popular  proenvironmental  influence  in  both  countries.  The  com¬ 
mendations  given  in  the  Soviet  press  to  the  activities  of  environmental 
groups,  especially  to  their  assistance  in  bringing  an  enterprise  into  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  law,  are  indications  that  it  might  not  take  much  to  trans¬ 
form  a  potential  asset  into  an  actual  instrument  of  public  pressure,  even 
within  the  constraints  of  public  participation.  The  initiative  shown  by  the 
mgu  Environmental  Youth  Council  is  a  case  in  point.  In  order  that  such  a 
transformation  occur,  however,  the  leaderships  in  both  countries  must  be 
convinced  that  environmental  protection  is  a  matter  of  priority  and  that 
mobilization  of  the  public  toward  this  end  will  not  undermine  their  posi¬ 
tion  in  society.  Given  the  dependence  of  the  Communist  party  upon  the 
economy  as  an  instrument  to  safeguard  its  power,  one  cannot  expect  any 
rapid  change  in  attitude.  Yet  the  Soviet  leadership  has  changed  its  attitude 
toward  its  scientific  personnel.  The  threat  that  environmental  pollution 
represents  to  public  health  and  to  economic  development  suggests  that  the 
regimes  will  seek  to  encourage  the  relationship  between  the  environmental 
agencies  and  the  public  as  an  important  means  of  assuring  implementation 
of  environmental  objectives. 


Costs  and  Benefits 

There  is  virtually  no  information  on  the  actual  cost  to  the  state  in  main¬ 
taining  the  environmental  organizations,  but  given  their  volunteer  status, 
the  costs  are  small.  From  the  party  and  government’s  point  of  view,  low 
cost  is  the  ultimate  benefit  in  the  utilization  of  volunteers  in  the  implemen¬ 
tation  of  environmental  programs.  Moreover,  local  chapters  of  the  nature 
protection  societies  in  the  Soviet  Union,  for  example,  do  not  require  as 
much  funding  as  the  central  offices  of  the  republican  associations.  Some 
idea  of  cost  may  be  found  in  the  budget  of  the  Yugoslav  Organization  of 
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Young  Researchers  in  Serbia.  To  run  the  programs  and  to  cover  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  for  a  permanent  republican  office,  seminars  and  the  an¬ 
nual  conference,  the  Researchers  had  an  annual  budget  of  2  to  3  million 
dinars  in  1980  and  1981,  about  $50,000  to  $75,000  at  the  time.  Of  these 
funds  50  percent  came  from  the  republican  sizova  (education,  culture, 
water,  health)  and  the  funds  for  forestry  and  the  underdeveloped  areas. 
The  other  50  percent  came  from  the  Serbian  organizations  who  used  the 
research  results.  Given  that  the  total  public  budget  of  the  Republic  of 
Serbia  was  19 1  million  dinars,46  the  Young  Researchers’  budget  funded 
from  public  sources  represents  barely  0.5  percent  of  the  total.  This  figure 
does  not  represent  a  separate  budget  item,  but  is  included  in  the  annual 
siz  allocations.  The  Young  Researchers’  budget  thus  represents  only  a 
minor  input  from  state  sources,  and  the  Gorani  Movement  receives  no 
state  funding  at  all.  The  country  is  thus  obtaining  scientific  and  environ¬ 
mental  benefits  at  a  minimum  cost  outlay. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  lay  environmental  activist  is  not  free  in  either 
country  to  go  out  and  raise  money  for  a  project  of  his  own  invention. 
Every  environmental  project  must  be  carried  out  by  a  recognized,  autho¬ 
rized  group  that  receives  funds  either  through  the  state  budget  via  the 
ministries  and  mass  organizations,  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  or  by  contract 
agreements  with  the  appropriate  funding  parties,  as  in  Yugoslavia.  The 
impossibility  of  private  funding  rules  out  the  formation  of  environmental 
groups  whose  environmental  objectives  the  leadership  may  not  be  in  agree¬ 
ment  with,  such  as  an  antinuclear  organization. 

In  both  countries,  the  cost  to  the  layman  of  personal  involvement  in 
environmental  matters  would  seem  to  outweigh  the  benefits.  Unless  one 
works  through  a  legal  organization,  one  is  breaking  the  law.  Moreover,  as 
Petrov’s  story  about  the  workman  indicates,  acting  within  the  law  against 
established  interests  may  result  in  losing  one’s  job,  although  the  risk  is  less 
severe  in  Yugoslavia.  Direct  input  into  substantive  environmental  policy  is 
not  possible,  and  the  bureaucratic  structure  of  involvement  frustrates  par¬ 
ticipation.  Political  apathy  has  not  been  confined  to  the  Soviet  variant  of 
communist  one-party  states.  One  of  the  chief  criticisms  that  has  surfaced 
in  the  discussion  of  reform  in  Yugoslavia  has  been  the  distance  between 
the  worker  and  the  bureaucracies  that  purport  to  represent  him.  A  1984 
survey  of  13,200  local  communities  reported  that  2,500  of  them  felt  their 
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delegates  did  not  represent  them.47  Caught  between  the  self-management 
principle  and  the  representation  of  workers’  interests,  Yugoslav  trade 
unions  are  popularly  viewed  primarily  as  instruments  of  government 
propaganda.  In  1984,  there  were  176  illegal  strikes  in  Yugoslavia.48  The 
public  finds  little  response  in  the  delegate  system  or  trade  union  represen¬ 
tation.  Residents  living  near  a  cement  factory  or  the  Zastava  Automobile 
Plant  may  complain  about  fumes  or  pollution,  but  there  is  no  solution 
without  recourse  to  a  long  bureaucratic  process  the  results  of  which  are 
uncertain.  Under  these  conditions,  why  get  involved? 

The  only  place  where  the  benefits  are  tangible  with  virtually  no  costs 
involved  is  at  the  local  community  level.  Here,  a  tree  that  is  saved  from  the 
woodsman’s  axe  is  visible,  and  a  new  local  park  or  recreational  area,  par¬ 
ticularly  if  it  can  be  associated  with  regional  or  national  cultural  history, 
gives  the  group  that  promoted  it  an  immediate  sense  of  gratification.  In 
terms  of  individual  rewards,  we  have  seen  how  several  of  the  Soviet  repub¬ 
lics  have  taken  to  commending  the  nature  protection  societies  for  their 
efforts  in  environmental  protection,  notably  in  Kazakhstan,  Tadzhikistan, 
and  Kirgizia 49  Environmental  actions  are  also  praised  in  some  Soviet  fac¬ 
tories.  In  Yugoslavia,  neither  the  trade  unions  nor  any  other  mass  orga¬ 
nization  are  in  a  position  to  give  such  commendations.  Recognition  tends 
to  come  through  the  community.  The  respective  opstini  were  loud  in  their 
appreciation  of  the  Gorani  Nursery  at  Becej  and  the  cleaning  of  Lake 
Palic.  Nevertheless,  as  elsewhere  in  the  world,  the  reward  for  environmen¬ 
tal  involvement  is  primarily  personal.  Those  who  have  a  definite  environ¬ 
mental  concern  that  they  want  to  see  remedied  derive  the  most  personal 
satisfaction.  Misa  Pejovic  is  one  such  person.  Members  of  the  local  chap¬ 
ters  of  the  Soviet  nature  protection  societies  are  others.  For  these  people  as 
for  environmentalists  the  world  over,  the  knowledge  that  they  have  con¬ 
tributed  to  building  a  better  environment,  and  that  they  have  been  able  to 
make  their  contribution  within  the  constraints  imposed  upon  them,  is  all 
the  reward  they  need. 

Such  benefits  are  not  sufficient  to  mobilize  mass  public  involvement  in 
face  of  the  considerable  risks.  Censorship  has  served  its  purpose.  Under¬ 
standably,  the  authorities  want  to  direct  the  public’s  energies  to  objects  of 
their  choosing.  Charter  77  attacked  the  Czechoslovak  government  for  its 
secrecy  in  environmental  matters  and  for  its  attempt  to  create  the  impres- 
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sion  that  environmental  degradation  was  a  manageable  problem  in  the 
process  of  being  resolved.  The  Chartists  proposed  an  open  public  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  state  of  the  environment  in  Czechoslovakia  and  the  free  election 
of  environmental  committees.  These  committees  would  act  as  watchdogs 
in  plants  and  would  have  the  right  to  halt  plant  production  and  stop  capi¬ 
tal  construction.50  While  public  awareness  of  specific  local  environmental 
problems  may  be  adequate,  what  is  out  of  sight  is  out  of  mind.  Few  indi¬ 
viduals  see  any  reason  to  pressure  the  authorities  on  a  broader  front.  When 
the  political  climate  becomes  freer  and  the  facts  about  pollution  become 
public  knowledge  as  they  did  in  Poland,  mobilization  occurs  spontaneously 
and  leads  to  immediate  remedial  action  by  the  authorities. 


Strategies 

Because  public  activity  in  the  environmental  domain  is  mainly  confined  to 
the  local  area,  there  is  little  information  about  it  in  the  national  press. 
Much  of  what  follows  has  been  learned  from  personal  communication  to 
the  author.  The  public  in  both  countries  appears  to  be  beginning  to  expand 
the  opportunities  afforded  them  by  the  regulatory  principle,  mainly  through 
the  use  of  formal  channels  and  mass  protest.  A  second  strategy  is  one  we 
have  seen  successfully  utilized  by  both  the  territorial  administrations  and 
the  experts,  namely,  recourse  to  the  press. 

Exploitation  of  formal  channels.  Formal  channels  in  the  Soviet  Union 
involve  the  “voters’  requests”  and  the  activities  of  the  chapters  of  the  nature 
protection  societies.  As  was  shown  earlier,  a  large  number  of  voters’  re¬ 
quests  are  in  the  environmental  area.  Since  these  requests  are  not  indi¬ 
vidually  inspired,  they  represent  a  consensus  on  the  issues  brought  for¬ 
ward.  Voters’  demands  for  a  cleaner  environment  thus  reflect  a  general 
attitude  among  the  public  rather  than  any  one  individual’s  desire  to  have  a 
tidy  lawn  in  front  of  his  apartment  complex.  The  only  direct  contact  that 
the  author  had  with  the  activities  of  a  nature  protection  association  was  in 
Czechoslovakia.  Since  it  is  similar  in  structure  and  organizational  style  to 
the  Soviet  societies,  the  Czechoslovak  example  is  indicative  of  the  type  of 
action  open  to  officially  recognized  environmental  organizations. 

The  Slovak  Society  of  the  Defenders  of  Nature  was  organized  soon  after 
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the  1969  federal  division  of  Czechoslovakia  and  immediately  became  very 
active.  The  success  of  the  society’s  chapters  in  directing  official  attention  to 
stopping  local  environmental  degradation  has  been  in  large  measure  de¬ 
pendent  upon  the  degree  to  which  local  authorities  have  been  sensitive  to 
environmental  issues  and  willing  to  listen  to  local  society  chapters.  The 
city  of  Banska  Bystrica  in  Central  Slovakia  is  known  for  its  proenviron- 
mental  municipal  administration.  When  the  local  environmental  chapter 
protested  the  felling  of  a  row  of  venerable  trees  to  make  way  for  new 
construction,  the  town  fathers  listened.  The  trees  still  stand,  and  the  con¬ 
struction  area  is  now  a  park.  In  the  local  chapter  meeting  rooms,  wall 
posters  and  maps  highlight  environmental  trouble  spots  in  the  chapter’s 
territory.  At  the  time  of  the  author’s  visit,  the  chapter  was  very  concerned 
about  the  increasing  pollution  of  the  Hron  River  by  factories  upstream 
from  Banska  Bystrica.  Its  immediate  worry  was  the  pollution  of  a  tributary 
of  the  Hron,  the  Bystrica  River,  caused  by  one  of  Slovakia’s  largest  pulp 
and  paper  plants.  The  chapter  was  demonstrating  its  formal  concern  by 
writing  letters  to  the  local  newspapers  and  opening  chapter  meetings  on 
the  topic  to  the  public. 

The  chapter  was  also  engaged  in  a  thorough  study  of  two  small  parcels 
of  land  just  outside  Banska  Bystrica  in  preparation  for  drawing  up  a  pro¬ 
posal  that  these  parcels  be  set  aside  by  the  municipal  government  as  pro¬ 
tected  areas.  The  area  was  recommended  for  preservation  by  local  scien¬ 
tists  who  were  members  of  the  chapter.  Identification  and  recommendation 
of  local  reserves  are  among  the  competencies  of  individual  chapters,  and 
the  Banska  Bystrica  chapter  had  undertaken  the  project  entirely  on  its  own 
initiative.  As  part  of  the  chapter’s  contribution  to  beautifying  the  city, 
chapter  member  John  Lupek  had  organized  an  environmental  brigade 
from  members  of  the  local  unit  of  Young  Pioneers  and  planted  different 
varieties  of  roses  around  his  apartment  complex.  The  young  environmen¬ 
talists  tended  the  bushes  after  school  under  John’s  guidance  as  the  autho¬ 
rized  supervisor  and  representative  of  the  Defenders  of  Nature. 

The  Slovak  society  does  not  have  its  own  press  nor  the  massive  educa¬ 
tional  program  of  the  All-Russian  Society,  but  it  has  a  contract  with  a 
publishing  house  in  Bratislava  for  the  publication  of  the  society’s  newsheet, 
Poznaj  a  chran  (Know  and  protect).  The  journal  now  has  a  circulation  of 
12,000.  To  further  its  educational  goals,  the  organization  sponsors  two 
international  environmental  camps  every  summer.  These  are  attended  by 
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environmental  groups  from  all  over  Europe  with  the  majority  of  partici¬ 
pants  from  the  socialist  states.  Each  camping  session  is  devoted  to  a  specific 
theme.  Participants  sign  up  for  study  groups  in  which  they  work  for  the 
ten  days’  duration  of  the  camp.  Some  of  the  groups  study  a  particular 
environmental  or  conservation  issue,  others  go  out  into  the  field  to  collect 
data  on  wildlife  or  flora  or  make  a  study  of  the  habitats  of  protected 
species.  Still  others  spend  their  time  at  the  parcels  of  land  under  considera¬ 
tion  as  nature  reserves  collecting  data  to  determine  whether  the  area  meets 
the  legal  requirements  to  qualify.  Each  group  is  led  by  a  specialist  who 
volunteers  his  time  and  is  sponsored  by  the  Slovak  society  and  the  Slovak 
Ministry  of  Culture.51  While  the  focus  of  the  society’s  activities  is  primarily 
on  nature  conservation,  the  education  program  during  the  summertime 
and  in  chapter  meetings  also  addresses  sensitive  environmental  issues. 

The  Banska  Bystrica  chapter  was  well  aware  of  the  limits  to  its  activity 
and  of  its  supporting  role  to  the  state  in  environmental  education  and 
policy  implementation.  Nevertheless,  its  activities  prove  that  the  individual 
chapters  can  exercise  considerable  initiative  and  leadership  in  local  envi¬ 
ronmental  matters.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  nature  societies  have  become 
more  and  more  visible  at  the  republican  level.  In  Kazakhstan,  a  leading 
journal  carried  a  thousand-word  article  by  the  senior  agitator  of  the  propa¬ 
ganda  division  of  the  Kazakh  Society  for  the  Protection  of  the  Natural 
Environment  lamenting  the  lack  of  nature  reserves  in  the  republic.52  A 
press  report  on  the  work  of  the  Kirghiz  Nature  Protection  Society  is  worth 
citing  at  length  as  it  provides  an  excellent  description  of  the  kind  of  in¬ 
fluence  a  republican  society  and  its  chapters  can  have: 

The  increased  level  of  activity  of  the  society’s  subdivisions  and  their  ability  to  tackle 
urgent  questions  concerning  the  protection  of  natural  resources  in  a  businesslike  and 
highminded  fashion  is  also  evidenced  by  the  fact  that,  following  their  intercession, ...  a 
number  of  local  Ispolkoms  have  examined  concrete  questions  of  nature  conservation  at 
their  sessions  and  meetings  and  that  decrees  were  adopted  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
Central  Council  by  the  Kirgiz  ssr  Supreme  Soviet  Presidium  aimed  at  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  measures  to  ensure  nature  conservation  of  the  coastal  zone  of  Lake  Issyk-Kul’ 
and  the  protection  of  waters  in  Ishskaia  oblast’.53 

In  drawing  up  its  suggestions,  the  central  council  was  described  as  having 
worked  closely  with  the  Kirgiz  Academy  of  Sciences  in  the  study  of  certain 
polluted  areas. 
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Citizens  may  also  make  public  recommendations  or  complaints  in  their 
towns  outside  the  purview  of  the  nature  societies.  People  reportedly  spoke 
out  vehemently  at  public  meetings  in  Ekibastuz  over  the  air  pollution 
coming  from  the  coal  mines  and  thermoelectric  plants.  Upon  receipt  of  a 
complaint,  local  government  must  order  an  investigation.  In  1981,  a  public 
complaint  was  issued  at  Dzayrem  in  Kazakhstan  regarding  a  leakage  into 
the  countryside  of  contaminated  wastewaters  from  mining  in  the  area.  The 
responsible  environmental  agent  from  the  Kazakh  Ministry  of  Geology 
investigated  the  matter  and  affirmed  that  the  complaint  was  justified.  The 
Dzayrem  soviet  then  initiated  measures  to  bring  the  polluters  to  justice.54 

The  increasing  exploitation  by  the  Soviet  nature  societies  and  individual 
citizens  of  official  channels  underscores  the  nature  of  the  link  between  the 
proenvironmental  scientific  institutes,  an  environmentally  minded  public 
administration,  and  the  legal  environmental  organizations.  In  the  examples 
given,  the  environmental  organization  was  the  vox  populi  for  the  promo¬ 
tion  of  ecological  values  desired  by  the  regional  scientific  and  political 
elites.  The  nature  societies  performed  the  essential  function  of  expressing 
the  popular  will,  to  which  science  and  government  could  then  properly 
claim  to  be  responding  in  their  demands  upon  their  superiors  for  material 
or  financial  support. 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  formal  opportunities  for  mass  public  action  are  more 
clearly  defined  than  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  relate  more  directly  to  the 
outcome  of  local  environmental  decisions.  In  the  case  of  Lake  Palic, 
strongly  positive  public  support  backed  by  the  voting  of  public  funds  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  reclamation  of  a  valuable  environmental  and  recreational 
resource.  Active  popular  backing  also  produced  a  new  public  water  and 
water  treatment  system  in  Sarajevo  in  time  to  be  completed  before  the 
1984  Winter  Olympics. 

The  location  of  a  nuclear  power  plant  on  Vir  Island  provides  an  excel¬ 
lent  example  of  the  efficacy  of  public  protest  in  Yugoslavia.  The  investor’s 
position  was  that  the  plant  was  economical  at  that  location,  but  residents 
insisted  that  it  was  dangerous  to  health  and  to  tourism,  the  principal 
source  of  their  income.  The  decision  went  first  to  the  opstina  government, 
which  decided  to  hold  a  public  referendum.  The  vote  went  strongly  against 
the  project.  When  the  opstina  authorities  realized  there  was  solid  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  proposal,  they  also  turned  it  down.  The  matter  then  went  to  the 
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republican  government,  which,  according  to  the  constitution,  may  override 
a  self-management  decision  if  there  is  a  compensating  social  interest.  The 
republican  authorities  understandably  did  not  want  to  make  the  decision. 
They  hesitated  and  urged  the  investor  to  find  another  location.  Eventually, 
the  town  of  Prevlaka  near  Zagreb  agreed  to  let  the  power  plant  be  built  on 
its  territory.  The  decision  produced  a  new  wave  of  popular  outcry,  this 
time  from  Zagreb.  In  addition,  scientists  voiced  their  concern  that  the 
plant’s  effluent  might  raise  the  temperature  of  the  Sava  and  risk  plant  and 
fish  life.  But  by  this  time,  the  town  fathers  had  approved  the  plant;  the 
opstina  decision  stood. 

Legal  action  by  both  the  Vir  Island  and  Prevlaka  residents  took  the 
form  of  sending  citizen  representations  to  their  local  opstina  and  work¬ 
place  delegates,  signing  of  petitions,  and  writing  letters  to  the  local  press. 
On  Vir  Island,  the  tourist  interests  in  particular  spoke  out  strongly.  There 
were  no  sit-ins  as  is  common  in  the  United  States  under  such  circum¬ 
stances,  but  the  opposition  was  loud  enough  to  urge  the  opstina  officials  to 
a  negative  vote.55 

A  similar  environmental  protest  occurred  in  the  city  of  Ulcinj  near  Bar 
on  the  Adriatic  coast.  An  aroused  public  held  up  the  construction  of  an 
offshore  plant,  backed  by  French  and  American  money,  to  get  ferromag- 
nesium  out  of  seawater.  Once  again  the  tourist  industry  expressed  strong 
negative  views,  and  the  investors  sought  a  new  location.  After  considerable 
negotiations,  necessitated  again  by  a  concerned  public.  Split  agreed  to 
permit  the  plant’s  construction,  but  only  after  firm  guarantees  regarding 
antipollution  controls  had  been  written  into  the  contract.56 

Of  note  in  all  cases  is  the  fact  that  a  major  economic  force,  the  tourist 
industry,  strongly  supported  the  public  protest.  At  Kragujevac  and  the 
cement  plant  outside  of  Belgrade,  by  comparison,  there  was  no  counter¬ 
vailing  commercial  opposition  and  the  complaint  involved  the  costly  retro¬ 
fitting  of  existing  plants.  Significantly,  the  town  fathers  have  failed  to  reach 
a  decision  on  what  to  do  about  the  problems.  In  both  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Yugoslavia,  then,  the  public  use  of  formal  channels  has  had  the  greatest 
impact  where  public  opinion  has  reflected  and  served  the  special  interests 
of  one  of  the  other  environmental  players.  So  far,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
public  opinion  on  its  own  can  influence  a  policy  decision  without  the  sup¬ 
port  of  a  third  party. 
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Recourse  to  the  press.  A  second  strategy  open  to  the  layman  in  both  coun¬ 
tries  is  the  use  of  the  press,  either  by  writing  letters  or  reporting  success¬ 
fully  completed  actions.  It  is  impossible  to  know  how  many  letters  on 
environmental  topics  are  written  since  the  letters  that  do  get  published  are 
carefully  selected.  Most  published  letters  on  environmental  problems  come 
from  either  scientists  or  local  government  officials.  However,  Soviet  news¬ 
papers  appear  to  have  become  increasingly  eager  to  publish  reports  of 
public  protest  and  public  action  in  environmental  matters.  It  is  difficult  to 
ascertain  with  any  degree  of  certainty  a  direct  linkage  between  the  nature 
societies  and  the  Soviet  mass  media  outside  the  authorized  press  column 
that  is  permitted  to  the  societies.  Whether  reporters  uncover  the  stories 
themselves  or  the  stories  are  told  to  them  is  impossible  to  tell.  But  press 
activism  in  the  environmental  area  is  of  such  stature  that  one  can  almost 
say  that  papers  such  as  Literaturnaia  gazeta  have  become  the  public’s 
environmental  “conscience.”  The  press  literally  acts  as  an  instructor  in  pub¬ 
lic  participation.  Most  Soviet  newspapers  daily  expose  their  wide  reader- 
ship  to  accounts  of  miscarriage  of  environmental  law  and  tales  of  the  pol¬ 
luter  brought  to  justice.  Stories  of  the  success  of  a  nature  society  or  a 
public  complaint  in  seeing  that  justice  is  done  and  the  law  upheld  contain 
much  personal  interest  and  assuredly  exert  influence  on  some  persons  to 
become  more  involved  in  their  community’s  official  environmental  activi¬ 
ties.  Given  the  role  the  press  can  play  in  forming  public  attitudes,  and  the 
right  accorded  to  the  nature  societies  to  publish  in  the  press,  there  is  good 
reason  to  assume  a  close  relationship  between  the  two  as  part  of  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  organizations’  strategy  to  have  input  into  the  conduct  of  en¬ 
vironmental  management. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  the  linkage  between  the  press  and  the  public 
environmental  organizations  in  Yugoslavia.  According  to  officials  at  the 
Federal  Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment, 
the  council  has  a  definite  policy  of  communication  with  the  press.  As  part 
of  its  monitoring  program,  it  keeps  a  file  of  newspaper  clippings  reporting 
local  environmental  events  throughout  the  country,  especially  press  reports 
of  council  actions  such  as  the  “88  Roses  for  President  Tito.”  The  council  is 
also  responsible  for  promoting  environmental  programs  on  tv.  The  prob¬ 
lem  in  using  the  Yugoslav  mass  media  as  a  means  of  policy  input  is  its 
limited  circulation.  Stories  of  popular  environmental  activism  in  Croatia 
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tend  to  be  found  only  in  Croatian  papers,  Macedonian  stories  in  Mace¬ 
donian  papers,  and  Serbian  in  Serbian.  A  Soviet  reader  of  Pravda  or 
Literaturnaia  gazeta  will  find  a  great  deal  of  environmental  news  from  all 
over  the  country.  A  Serbian  reader  of  Politika  will  generally  find  news 
items  confined  to  Serbia.  Only  when  the  issue  reaches  transnational  pro¬ 
portions,  as  did  the  Tara  River  dam,  does  reporting  of  it  find  its  way  into  a 
leading  newspaper  in  another  republic.  In  this  area  as  in  so  many  others, 
republican  parochialism  is  one  of  the  main  drawbacks  of  the  Yugoslav 
hydra. 

The  successful  protests  at  Vir  Island  and  Ulcinj  are  evidence  of  a  dawn¬ 
ing  public  appreciation  of  the  relation  between  environmental  protection 
and  the  quality  of  life,  and  they  argue  in  favor  of  the  Yugoslav  self¬ 
management  system  in  terms  of  the  possibilities  of  public  input  into 
governmental  and  industrial  environmental  decisions.  In  the  Soviet  Union, 
decisions  regarding  the  location  of  plants  are  made  centrally.  No  manner 
of  public  protest  can  change  a  decision  once  the  investment  monies  and 
starting  date  of  construction  have  been  incorporated  into  the  plan.57  Never¬ 
theless,  for  all  the  public  mobilization  at  the  local  level  in  Yugoslavia, 
popular  action  strategies  at  the  higher  levels  of  government  are  so  far 
lacking.  It  may  be,  as  scientists  assert,  that  the  public  conscience  is  not  yet 
sufficiently  aroused.  Perhaps  more  education  is  necessary  before  the  public 
becomes  convinced  that  environmental  controls  are  not  a  luxury.  Since 
Yugoslavia  is  not  centrally  organized,  there  is  nothing  in  theory  to  prevent 
the  organization  of  a  republican  or  even  a  transrepublican  environmental 
association  from  today’s  grass-roots  activism.  While  the  republican  authori¬ 
ties  might  attempt  to  manipulate  it  for  their  own  purposes,  the  example  of 
the  Young  Researchers  suggests  that  self-management  has  erased  some  of 
the  compulsion  of  hierarchy  and  that  dialogue  in  the  search  for  funding 
and  programs  could  be  the  rule. 


Conclusion 

The  similarities  between  the  Yugoslav  and  Soviet  one-party  systems  with 
regard  to  constraints  upon  public  participation  in  environmental  policy¬ 
making  are  more  striking  than  the  differences:  Censorship  conceals  the 
seriousness  of  environmental  problems  through  public  education  and  par- 
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Figure  7.1  Relationship  between  Experts,  Environmental  Agencies, 
Political  Leadership,  and  the  Public  in  Communist  One-Party  States 
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ticipation  programs  and  the  control  of  the  public’s  access  to  information. 
All  popular  activity  is  limited  to  the  local  level.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  greater 
freedom  of  citizen  initiative  within  the  opstina  has  not  yet  been  fully  ex¬ 
ploited  for  environmental  purposes,  although  certain  communities  have 
demonstrated  the  possibilities  for  environmental  activism. 

Of  critical  importance  to  the  future  of  citizen  participation  in  both  coun¬ 
tries  is  the  quadrilateral  relationship  between  the  political  leadership,  the 
environmental  agencies,  the  experts,  and  the  public.  The  relationship  may 
be  expressed  by  figure  7.1. 

As  the  experts  and  environmental  agencies  strive  to  expand  their  regu¬ 
latory  powers,  they  seek  support  from  proenvironmental  party  leaders.  At 
the  same  time,  to  legitimate  their  activities,  they  need  a  public  constituency. 
Someone  has  to  recognize  and  monitor  environmental  degradation  and  to 
demand  its  correction.  The  experts  lead  and  advise  the  environmental  or¬ 
ganizations,  such  as  the  Soviet  nature  societies  and  the  Yugoslav  Federal 
Council  for  the  Protection  and  Improvement  of  the  Environment,  and  the 
knowledge  they  impart  to  the  layman  defines  in  essence  the  scope  of  the 
latter’s  activities.  An  expert’s  environmental  militancy  in  its  turn  is  chan- 
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neled  by  the  relevancy  of  the  particular  environmental  issue  to  the  political 
leadership.  The  experts  thus  direct  public  interest  toward  areas  that  will  be 
acceptable  to  the  party  and  government  authorities.  On  their  part,  the 
environmental  agencies  need  the  public  to  report  back  and  protest  viola¬ 
tions  of  the  law  in  order  to  secure  stronger  regulatory  powers.  They  have 
an  interest,  however,  in  keeping  popular  participation  within  local  confines 
lest  public  concern  get  out  of  hand  and  mount  a  serious  challenge  to  their 
authority. 

As  the  fourth  partner  in  the  relationship,  the  public  has  been  given  a 
considerable  range  of  regulatory  powers  that,  up  to  the  present,  have  re¬ 
mained  largely  untapped.  Given  the  stress  on  environmental  education  in 
both  systems,  and  the  fact  that  each  year  a  new  group  of  students  graduates 
with  an  even  higher  level  of  environmental  education,  the  public’s  role  in 
environmental  policymaking  may  be  expected  to  grow.  It  may  well  be  that 
the  leaderships  have  launched  a  process  that  cannot  be  stopped.  Milbraith 
and  Honnold  have  shown  in  the  case  of  the  United  States  and  Western 
Europe  that  there  is  a  threshold  beyond  which  attitudinal  change  becomes 
permanent.58  Moreover,  the  mounting  evidence  of  environmental  degrada¬ 
tion  suggests  that  the  leaderships  will  not  want  to  arrest  the  change.  On  the 
contrary,  in  their  search  for  an  inexpensive  yet  effective  environmental 
management  policy,  they  will  be  eager  to  give  the  public  increased  moni¬ 
toring  authority.  Nevertheless,  the  potential  future  role  of  the  Soviet  and 
Yugoslav  publics  should  not  be  overstressed.  Without  a  permanent  trans¬ 
national  organizational  base,  lay  activism  will  probably  remain  limited  by 
its  present  constraints  to  a  volunteer  and  marginal  phenomenon. 
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The  question  posed  at  the  beginning  of  this  study  was  which  of  the  two 
organizational  features,  the  politicoeconomic  system  or  the  regulatory  prin¬ 
ciple,  plays  a  greater  role  in  communist  one-party  states  in  defining  the 
politics  of  environmental  management?  In  chapter  i  we  identified  four 
essential  features  of  the  communist  one-party  politicoeconomic  system 
and  seven  typical  environmental  regulatory  measures  common  to  environ¬ 
mental  regulatory  practice.  The  two  countries  chosen  as  the  subject  of  the 
study  were  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia  because  they  are  both  federal 
states  but  represent  opposite  poles  on  the  centralization-decentralization 
continuum.  Chapter  2  described  the  environmental  management  system  of 
the  two  countries  in  greater  detail.  For  simplicity,  the  Soviet  centralized 
pluralistic  model  of  environmental  policymaking  was  labeled  “the  cen¬ 
tipede”;  the  more  decentralized,  republic-focused  Yugoslav  model,  “the 
hydra.”  The  subsequent  chapters  looked  at  the  role  of  each  of  the  five 
principal  actors  in  terms  of  the  structural  and  regulatory  constraints  im¬ 
posed  upon  them,  their  tangible  and  intangible  assets,  the  costs  of  their 
involvement  in  environmental  policymaking,  and  the  strategies  developed 
to  improve  the  weight  of  their  input  into  the  environmental  policymaking 
“game.” 

The  investigation  provides  no  clear  answer  to  the  question  initially 
posed.  The  regulatory  principle  applied  to  environmental  management  has 
not  changed  the  basic  features  of  the  two  countries’  politicoeconomic  sys¬ 
tems.  On  the  contrary,  regardless  of  degree  of  decentralization,  the  regu¬ 
latory  effect  has  always  been  blunted  at  the  point  where  the  regulatory 
principle  has  run  hard  against  the  basic  politicoeconomic  realities  of  the 
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one-party  system  and  the  interdependency  between  the  economic  enter¬ 
prises  and  one-party  rule.  In  this  sense,  the  regulatory  principle  has  had 
little  influence  on  the  fundamental  power  balance  existing  in  the  two  coun¬ 
tries.  Although  in  its  delegation  of  implementation  authority,  regulation 
has  created  new  environmental  organs,  these  have  failed  to  develop  suffi¬ 
cient  power  to  offset  the  structural  advantage  of  industry.  Where  environ¬ 
mental  agencies  have  been  created  in  existing  ministries  that  are  engaged 
in  resource  exploitation,  the  environmental  component  has  been  under¬ 
mined  by  the  traditional  production  orientation  of  these  institutions. 

Regulation  has  designated  the  territorial  administrative  units  as  the  en¬ 
forcers  of  environmental  policy,  but  here  again,  these  units  have  experi¬ 
enced  great  difficulty  in  driving  a  wedge  into  the  industry-party  alliance.  In 
the  Soviet  Union,  republican  laws  may  not  be  applicable  to  the  centrally 
managed  branch  industries,  and  republican  planning  is  helpless  against 
the  economic  decisions  taken  by  the  center.  In  Yugoslavia,  regional  ad¬ 
ministrative  authorities  openly  court  industry  as  a  guarantee  of  regional 
employment  and  community  financing.  In  Yugoslavia,  as  well,  interrepub¬ 
lican  rivalries  have  inserted  themselves  into  environmental  issues,  causing 
the  distortion  of  environmental  goals  for  political  purposes. 

Regulation  has  not  changed  the  basic  employee-employer  relationship 
of  the  experts  to  the  central  power  structures  of  the  party  and  the  industrial 
ministries.  On  the  contrary,  regulation  has  further  institutionalized  it.  En¬ 
vironmental  experts  are  only  identified  by  their  position  in  an  existing 
bureaucratic  structure.  They  are  thus  subject  to  the  structural  constraints 
thrust  upon  them,  fragmentation  of  their  efforts  where  interdisciplinary 
cooperation  is  required,  and  bureaucratic  control  of  information  and  com¬ 
munication.  In  Yugoslavia,  specialist  influence  is  further  weakened  politi¬ 
cally  by  three  additional  factors:  the  absence  of  a  solid  domestic  research 
program;  the  need  for  each  research  institute  to  be  self-managing  (tied  to 
the  demands  of  clients,  the  institutes  are  unable  to  engage  freely  in  research 
projects  necessary  for  appropriate  environmental  solutions);  and  the  con¬ 
sequent  need  to  seek  scientific  and  technological  answers  abroad  to  solve 
environmental  problems. 

Finally,  regulation  has  thrust  some  delegation  of  implementation  author¬ 
ity  upon  the  public,  particularly  in  the  Soviet  Union,  as  monitor  of  envi¬ 
ronmental  compliance.  However,  the  content  and  form  of  popular  partici- 
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pation  is  strictly  controlled,  and  despite  evidence  of  popular  protest  in 
Yugoslavia,  the  public  in  both  countries  remains  a  passive  observer  of  the 
spectacle  of  rising  environmental  degradation. 

Industry  has  emerged  from  the  environmental  policy  game  with  its  needs 
and  demands  intact.  Indeed,  as  in  Western  countries,  it  has  used  regulation 
as  a  means  to  delay  necessary  environmental  action  and  to  reinforce  its 
production  objectives.  On  the  other  hand,  by  its  very  creation  of  new  struc¬ 
tures  and  delegation  of  new  authority,  regulation  has  had  a  positive  impact 
on  environmental  management  in  both  countries.  For  one  thing,  regulation 
defines  the  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  environmental  agencies  and 
assigns  expertise  on  environmental  problems  to  specialist  institutions.  It 
makes  no  difference  whether  this  assignment  is  by  central  fiat  or  by  inter¬ 
institution  compact  ( sporazum ). 

In  the  Soviet  Union,  demands  for  stricter  observance  of  environmental 
rules  by  the  territorial  units  and  the  experts  have  fostered  and  encouraged 
the  expansion  of  the  regulatory  authority  of  the  environmental  agencies.  In 
Yugoslavia,  the  growth  in  the  regulatory  competence  of  the  environmental 
agencies  has  been  at  a  slower  pace  because  of  the  country’s  present  eco¬ 
nomic  and  constitutional  crises.  There  is  reason  to  expect  that  once  these 
have  been  resolved,  expansion  of  regulatory  agency  competence  will  pro¬ 
ceed  more  quickly.  In  the  Soviet  Union  in  particular,  the  environmental 
agencies  have  been  able  through  their  technical  and  monitoring  functions 
to  acquire  power  in  the  first  of  the  four  areas  identified  by  Crozier  and 
Friedberg  as  sources  of  influence  in  the  policy  game:  mastery  of  technical 
expertise  and  information. 

The  experts  have  been  the  group  that  has  benefited  most  from  the  regu¬ 
latory  principle.  Through  their  membership  in  research  centers  as  expert 
authorities  in  environmental  matters,  the  Soviet  environmental  experts 
have  secured  institutional  bases  around  which  has  formed  an  unofficial 
environmental  scientific  lobby  held  together  by  the  informal  ties  of  the 
“invisible  college.”  In  Yugoslavia,  where  the  current  economic  crisis  has 
made  environmental  matters  partisan  issues,  the  experts  have  been  able  to 
utilize  the  sociopolitical  professional  organizations  as  the  basis  for  a  still 
nascent  environmental  lobby,  bound  together  as  well  by  an  “invisible  col¬ 
lege”  network.  The  principal  source  of  the  specialists’  power  is  their  com¬ 
mand  of  technical  expertise.  The  need  for  technical  advice  by  the  “prince” 
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is  particularly  evident  in  the  Soviet  Union,  as  that  country  seeks  to  mobilize 
science  and  technology  through  the  scientific-technological  revolution  to 
reduce  uncertainty  in  its  decisions  regarding  economic  development  and 
resource  use.  Yugoslavia  is  also  experiencing  the  need  for  the  application 
of  science  to  her  economic  problems,  and  as  the  country  continues  its 
development  path,  it  may  be  anticipated  that  the  importance  of  science 
will  also  grow.  Investment  by  Yugoslavia  into  her  own  domestic  science 
program  may  be  expected  to  decrease  the  party  and  government  leader¬ 
ships’  distrust  of  expertise  and  enhance  the  experts’  status,  as  it  has  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Regulation  finally  has  brought  the  public  into  the  implementation  of 
environmental  management  policies,  either  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  through 
the  monitoring  and  control  function,  or  as  in  Yugoslavia,  through  the  direct 
participation  in  management  programs,  such  as  reforestation,  and  desired 
republican  and  industry  research  projects.  Both  countries  have  seen  the 
public  begin  to  take  advantage  of  their  delegated  authority,  in  the  Soviet 
Union  through  the  nature  societies  and  letters  to  local  authorities,  and  in 
Yugoslavia  through  popular  action  at  the  local  level  in  support  of  or  protest 
against  proposed  environmental  developments.  While  the  public  has  no 
access  to  any  of  Crozier’s  four  sources  of  power,  it  is  still  a  significant 
factor  as  the  recipient  of  environmental  services.  As  such,  it  has  potential 
power  in  numbers  and  in  the  need  for  the  environmental  agencies  and  the 
experts  to  seek  mass  support  to  expand  their  own  opportunities  for  input 
and  influence. 

Thus,  the  study  does  not  provide  an  unequivocal  answer  to  the  question 
which  of  the  two  organizational  factors  contributes  more  to  environmental 
policy  management.  It  can  be  argued  that  regulation  creates  structure  and 
thus  modifies  existing  power  structures  as  it  delegates  competence  and 
authority.  The  findings  suggest  that  although  regulation  may  create  new 
regulatory  institutions,  it  cannot  challenge  the  basic  socioeconomic  struc¬ 
ture  of  a  society,  unless  “the  prince”  so  decides,  or  there  is  a  social  revolu¬ 
tion. 

We  have  seen  that  at  those  moments  when  the  expansion  of  regulatory 
competence  starts  to  infringe  on  structure,  for  example,  the  Soviet  experts’ 
proposals  for  a  centralized  single-purpose  environmental  agency  or  the 
adoption  of  an  environmental-economic  model  as  the  basis  for  the  planning 
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process,  the  party-industry  alliance  solidifies  into  a  determined  policy  of 
“don’t  rock  the  boat.”  The  study  has  suggested  a  latent  power  residing  in 
the  population  at  large  to  demand  a  better  quality  of  life.  Here,  too,  how¬ 
ever,  the  socioeconomic  structure  intervenes.  Both  countries  appear  to  have 
understood  the  marginal  quality  of  popular  involvement  in  politics  and 
have  permitted  public  participation  at  the  local  government  level.  Beyond 
that,  the  political  arena  becomes  the  province  of  professionals:  experts, 
party  members,  government  functionaries,  and  industrial  bureaucrats. 

One  is  forced  to  conclude  that  environmental  regulatory  practice  in  the 
two  countries  has  been  neither  a  vehicle  for  revolutionary  change  rede¬ 
fining  power  relations  in  society  so  as  to  accommodate  the  environmental 
urgencies  of  the  hour,  nor  a  means  by  which  we  can  anticipate  the  emer¬ 
gence  of  a  liberated  public  opinion  or  an  expertise  independent  of  its  bu¬ 
reaucratic  employer.  However,  the  leaderships’  search  for  a  more  efficient 
environmental  management  system  has  given  the  public  and  the  experts, 
particularly  in  the  Soviet  Union,  an  input  into  policymaking  that  they 
otherwise  might  not  have  had.  And  it  has  provided  a  permanent  position 
for  the  environmental  regulatory  agencies  in  the  firmament  of  state  institu¬ 
tions.  In  both  cases,  these  three  actors  have  profited  from  the  environmen¬ 
tal  policy  game  to  develop  an  expansion  of  political  opportunity  and  a 
concomitant  enlargement  of  Crozier’s  “margin  of  liberty”  that  were  un¬ 
thinkable  even  twenty  years  ago.  But  when  all  is  said  and  done,  the  fact 
remains  that  the  alliance  between  the  party  and  industry  has  the  last  word, 
whether  in  its  centipede  form  in  the  Soviet  Union,  or  its  hydra  manifesta¬ 
tion  in  Yugoslavia. 

What  applications  can  be  made  from  these  findings  to  the  Western  regu¬ 
latory  experience,  and  especially  to  the  environmental  politics  of  the  United 
States?  The  first  is  the  need  for  a  sobering  reevaluation  of  the  tendency  to 
believe  in  regulation  as  the  ultimate  solution  for  environmental  manage¬ 
ment.  It  is  probable  that  the  one-party,  centrally  planned,  state-owned 
politicoeconomic  system  frustrates  the  regulatory  effort  to  a  greater  degree 
than  may  be  the  case  in  the  United  States.  French  jurist  Laurent  Cohen- 
Tanugi,  writing  about  differences  in  French  and  American  legal  practice, 
argues  that  regulation  in  the  American  context  maintains  the  separation  of 
“natural  functions”  between  the  state  as  legislator,  the  state  as  indirect 
regulator  through  the  regulatory  agencies,  and  the  regulated  enterprises. 
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Nationalization  abolishes  these  distinctions  when  the  state  assumes  all  the 
functions  at  one  and  the  same  time.  The  advantage  for  Cohen-Tanugi  in 
the  existence  of  the  three  differentiated  categories  is  the  maintenance  of  an 
objective  relationship  between  them,  enabling  the  state  to  regulate  the  pri¬ 
vate  sector  without  being  party  to  the  economic  risk-taking  implicit  in  the 
regulation.  Under  a  situation  of  nationalization,  the  state  as  owner,  may  try 
to  play  “the  good  prince”  and  permit  enterprise  autonomy,  but  in  fact  is 
compelled  to  intervene  in  management  and  submit  industry’s  activities  to 
“the  whims  [arbitrage]  of  the  prince  and  the  hazards  of  ‘ la  politique 
generale'.  ” 1 

In  the  absence  of  accurate  data  regarding  the  status  of  environmental 
protection  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia,  we  cannot  accept  a  priori 
Cohen-Tanugi’s  thesis  in  the  area  of  environmental  regulation.  Bad  news 
tends  to  be  published  more  than  good  news,  and  the  Western  reader  takes 
consolation  in  learning  of  environmental  disasters  in  the  East.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  both  countries  have  seriously  undertaken  environmental  pro¬ 
grams  that  have  an  impact  on  their  most  critical  air  and  water  problems.  It 
is  also  certain  that  headway  has  been  made,  although  not  at  the  rate  that 
was  initially  anticipated. 

In  the  United  States,  statistics  also  indicate  that  progress  in  pollution 
control  has  been  slow.  Since  the  passage  of  the  major  environmental  legis¬ 
lation  of  the  early  1970s,  there  has  been  a  reduction  in  the  nationwide  total 
air  pollution  emission  estimates.  But  emissions  are  far  from  their  1940 
level,  and  the  reductions  fail  to  meet  the  Clean  Air  Act  goal  of  zero  health 
effects  projected  for  the  eighties.  As  regards  water,  a  1980  Council  on 
Environment  Quality  report  stated  that  “the  quality  of  surface  waters 
nationally  has  not  changed  much  in  the  last  five  years,”  although  some 
localities  had  experienced  substantial  improvement  in  water  quality.  Many 
of  the  reasons  cited  for  these  humble  results  could  be  applied  to  the  Soviet 
and  Yugoslav  situations  as  well:  rapid  growth  of  the  economy  outpacing 
emission  reduction  capacity;  inadequate  staffing  and  funding  of  the  envi¬ 
ronmental  agencies;  recalcitrant  territorial  administrations  (the  Yugoslav 
hydra)  fearful  of  losing  business;  political  pressure  from  industry;  bureau¬ 
cracy;  and  technological  unfeasibility  when  emission  levels  are  set  too  low 
to  be  realizable  by  existing  technology.2  Some  fifteen  years  of  environmen¬ 
tal  regulation  in  the  United  States  have  thus  reached  only  modest  targets 
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despite  billions  of  dollars  spent  and  a  highly  active  and  vocal  environmen¬ 
tal  lobby. 

A  second  lesson  the  experiences  of  Yugoslavia  and  the  Soviet  Union 
suggest  is  that  the  question  of  whether  the  vertical  centralization  or  the 
horizontal  decentralization  of  decisionmaking  provides  more  efficient  envi¬ 
ronmental  management  may  not  be  an  issue  at  all;  or  it  may  be  the  wrong 
issue.  The  ecology  movement  of  the  1960s  saw  in  the  formation  of  a  central 
federal  environmental  agency  an  answer  to  the  inability  of  the  states  to 
pass  or  enforce  their  own  environmental  laws  because  of  fear  of  their  im¬ 
pact  on  business.  With  its  administrative  decentralization,  Yugoslavia  finds 
itself  in  a  position  similar  to  the  United  States  prior  to  nepa,  where  the 
republics  are  under  pressure  to  give  priority  to  the  economy.  But  the 
United  States  has  also  seen  that  a  federal  agency  is  no  more  immune  to 
pressure  from  the  regulated  interests  than  are  the  states  and  local  govern¬ 
ment.  The  Soviet  Union  appears  particularly  sensitive  to  pressure  from  the 
regulated  interests  at  the  top  of  the  centipede  in  view  of  the  economy’s 
second  function  in  Soviet  society.  Indeed,  it  is  precisely  the  centralized 
industrial  pressure  that  in  the  Soviet  case  prevents  the  republican  and  local 
governments  from  exercising  the  environmental  control  authority  delegated 
to  them. 

A  third  lesson  to  be  learned  is  that  science  is  not  a  natural  handmaid  of 
the  regulatory  process.  Crucial  to  the  adoption  of  a  scientific  proposal  is 
the  credibility  of  the  scientist.  Credibility  involves  not  only  his  record  as  a 
scientist,  but  also  his  loyalty  to  the  policymakers.  In  Yugoslavia,  where 
scientists  are  still  suspect,  science  has  not  had  the  impact  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  area  it  might  have  had  if  science  had  been  able  to  come  out  from 
under  its  ideological  cloud.  In  the  Soviet  Union,  “establishment”  senior 
scientists  from  the  prestigious  Academy  of  Sciences  institutes  and  experts 
assigned  to  the  environmental  policymaking  councils  may  be  appropriately 
compared  to  the  scientific  advisers  attached  to  the  U.S.  executive  who  are 
chosen  for  their  sympathy  with  the  president’s  political  views,  or  to  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  scientists  with  their  penchant  for  publishing 
noncommittal  reports  designed  to  offend  no  one.  The  reader  will  recall 
that  when  the  National  Academy  finally  issued  a  report  that  unequivocally 
opposed  a  presidential  opinion  by  supporting  the  link  between  sulphur 
dioxide  and  acid  rain,  the  Reagan  administration  called  the  academy  “too 
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biased”  and  appointed  its  own  committee.3  Experts  privy  to  the  councils  of 
the  prince  tend  to  reflect  his  views  or  to  consent  to  the  majority  view  in 
order  to  maintain  their  advisory  influence. 

A  fourth  lesson  is  that  experts  separated  from  the  environmental  prob¬ 
lem  tend  to  produce  ideal  regulations  that  are  technologically  unfeasible. 
In  Yugoslavia,  experts  are  criticized  for  failing  to  address  themselves  to  the 
specific  environmental  problems  requiring  urgent  solution.  The  Soviet 
Union  has  the  greatest  number  of  standards  and  highest  norm  levels  of  any 
country  in  the  world.  But  what  purpose  does  an  optimum  standard  serve  if 
it  cannot  be  realized  and  if  industry  and  the  environmental  agencies  are 
forced  into  the  inevitable  kompromis ?  In  the  United  States,  the  insertion 
in  the  air  and  water  laws  of  unreasonably  early  dates  for  achieving  air  and 
water  safe  for  human  health  provides  an  analogous  example  of  idealized 
norm  setting,  undermining  the  enforcing  agency’s  authority  and  encour¬ 
aging  resistance  on  the  part  of  the  regulated  industry. 

Fifth,  the  study  suggests  that  regulation  imposed  on  an  immature  envi¬ 
ronmental  political  culture  results  in  a  weaker  and  less  comprehensive 
environmental  regulatory  framework  than  that  applied  to  a  more  environ¬ 
mentally  aware  society.  The  Soviet  Union,  like  the  United  States,  has  a 
tradition  of  environmental  protection  dating  back  into  the  last  century. 
This  tradition  flowered  in  the  conservation  movement  of  the  twenties  that 
espoused  Kozevnikov’s  “web  of  life”  holistic  approach  to  ecology.  It  was 
also  behind  the  dominant  role  played  by  Moscow  University  biologists  in 
the  formation  of  the  Soviet  continuation  of  the  nineteenth-century  nature 
conservation  societies.  The  1970  environmental  legislative  corpus  may  be 
seen  as  the  outgrowth  of  the  failure  of  earlier  Soviet  resource  exploitation 
laws  to  provide  adequately  for  resource  conservation.  The  contemporary 
legacy  of  the  Soviet  environmental  tradition  is  a  comprehensive  environ¬ 
mental  regulatory  program  and  a  core  of  experts  sensitized  to  environmen¬ 
tal  issues. 

By  contrast,  throughout  their  entire  history,  Yugoslavs  have  been  ab¬ 
sorbed  in  questions  of  national  liberation  and  national  identity.  Although 
environmental  laws  were  passed  in  the  immediate  post-World  War  II 
period,  the  absence  of  an  environmental  tradition  forestalled  serious  con¬ 
sideration  of  environmental  protection  until  rising  international  concern 
for  global  pollution  in  the  seventies  turned  national  attention  to  domestic 


313 


Chapter  Eight 


evidence  of  environmental  degradation.  The  study  suggests  that  environ¬ 
mental  education  may  be  of  critical  importance  in  promoting  a  shift  in 
public  opinion  to  attitudes  more  receptive  to  environmental  regulation. 
The  majority  of  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  economic  managers  today  have  been 
raised  in  the  Marxist  materialist  production-oriented  paradigm.  The  next 
generation  of  enterprise  directors  in  both  countries  will  have  been  exposed 
to  a  consideration  of  environmental  problems  to  a  degree  unknown  by 
previous  managerial  elites. 

Finally,  the  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  experience  teaches  us  that  no  matter 
what  the  politicoeconomic  system,  as  long  as  the  regulatory  principle  is  the 
basis  for  environmental  policy,  environmental  management  will  remain 
highly  political.  Contrary  to  Marxist  thinking,  state  ownership  of  the 
means  of  production  and  environmental  resources  combined  with  central 
planning  does  not  depoliticize  environmental  issues.  It  merely  changes  the 
configuration  of  environmental  politics.  In  the  United  States,  the  game  is 
played  out  by  state  and  federal  legislatures,  enforcing  agencies,  private 
industry,  and  the  environmental  lobbies.  In  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  it  takes  the  form  of  intergovernment  and  interterritorial  bureau¬ 
cratic  rivalry. 

In  the  United  States  and  Western  Europe,  private  industry  may  indeed 
pursue  its  nefarious  bent  for  profit,  but  it  is  difficult  to  distinguish  private 
industry’s  destruction  of  the  environment  from  that  of  state-owned  or  self- 
managed  enterprises.  Nor  can  one  readily  differentiate  between  the  efforts 
of  private  industry  to  modify  environmental  regulation  to  their  interests 
and  the  kompromis  or  deliberate  neglect  of  the  law  practiced  by  firms 
under  social  ownership.  In  each  case,  regulation  creates  a  juggling  for  posi¬ 
tion  between  interdependent  political  actors,  and  in  each  case  the  stronger 
players’  interests,  particularly  when  they  are  coupled  with  the  state  interest, 
prevail.  The  principle  difference  between  capitalist  and  communist  politico- 
economic  systems  is  the  communist  states'  assurance  of  the  permanent 
identity  of  state  interest  with  economic  development  interests  because  of 
the  state’s  structural  dependency  for  survival  upon  the  alliance  between  the 
single  party  and  industry. 

If  the  regulatory  principle  produces  ambivalent  results  in  terms  of  less- 
than-efficient  environmental  management  and  failure  to  modify  the  fun- 
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damental  politicoeconomic  structure  to  give  adequate  expression  to  the 
environmental  dimension,  are  there  other  alternatives? 

One  alternative  being  increasingly  advocated  by  specialists  in  both  the 
East  and  West  is  the  application  of  economic  incentives.  Society  must  find 
it  unprofitable  to  perpetrate  environmental  degradation.  A  growing  num¬ 
ber  of  American  economists  have  become  disillusioned  with  the  present 
emphasis  on  regulation  and  urge  a  return  to  economic  considerations.4  In 
its  study  of  decisionmaking  in  the  epa,  the  National  Research  Council 
recommends:  “The  current  regulatory  framework  used  by  epa  should  be 
revised  and  supplemented  to  allow  the  use  of  management  strategies  that 
may  be  more  cost-effective  in  achieving  environmental  objectives  and  that 
experiment  with  greater  use  of  economic  incentives,  including  effluent 
charges .” 5  (My  italics.)  Although  realizing  that  lack  of  accurate  informa¬ 
tion  on  control  costs,  damages  and  other  variables  can  be  a  major  problem 
in  developing  appropriate  economic  incentive  strategies,  the  Committee 
on  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (psd)  of  Air  Quality  of  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences  suggested  that  even  in  such  a  difficult  area 
as  psd,  a  salable  emission  permit  strategy  might  make  up  for  information 
gaps  and  promote  efficient  control.6 

Evidence  has  been  produced  in  this  study  that  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
specialists  are  also  turning  to  economic  incentives.  Gofman  and  Gusev  of 
tsemi  and  Todorovic  of  the  Yugoslav  Association  of  Engineers  and  Tech¬ 
nicians  are  enthusiastic  promoters  of  a  pollution  tax  or  pollution  payment.7 
Economists  have  also  tackled  the  thorny  problems  of  assigning  value  to 
natural  resources,8  and  determining  the  cost-effectiveness  of  capital  invest¬ 
ment  in  environmental  protection  based  on  an  estimate  of  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  damage  resulting  from  nonapplication  of  environmental  controls. 
The  Soviet  government  has  recognized  the  validity  of  the  economic  incen¬ 
tive  strategy  by  taking  several  concrete  steps  in  this  direction.  It  has  tied 
managerial  and  worker  bonuses  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  environmental  as 
well  as  production  section  of  the  yearly  plans.  It  has  introduced  the  concept 
of  marginal  profitability  in  evaluating  the  loss  due  to  mining  ventures,  and 
it  has  levied  a  water  fee. 

A  second  strategy  is  the  adoption  of  environmental-economic  planning 
models  and  strict  adherence  to  them  in  the  formation  of  long-term  regional 
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development  plans.  In  this  area,  the  Soviet  Union  is  well  advanced  in  the 
theoretical  level,  but  behind  in  practical  application.  A  common  problem 
noted  by  American  and  Soviet  experts  alike  is  that  of  obtaining  sufficient 
information  for  adequate  forecasting.9  Equally  important  is  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  when,  for  example,  a  river  basin  or  economic  regional  manage¬ 
ment  plan,  such  as  the  Siberian  tics,  covers  several  territorial  administra¬ 
tive  units.  The  fact  that  studies  treating  this  topic  are  being  published  in 
the  Soviet  Union  is  indicative  that  the  Soviet  leadership  is  giving  the  matter 
serious  consideration.  A  third  problem  in  economic-environmental  plan¬ 
ning  is  commitment  versus  flexibility.  As  the  delays  in  the  adoption  of 
territorial  plans  in  Yugoslavia  indicate,  regions  and  industry  are  reluctant 
to  lock  themselves  into  a  plan  that  in  effect  dictates  their  future  options  in 
economic  development.  The  Soviet  experience  demonstrates  that  unless 
territorial  plans  are  rigidly  adhered  to,  they  can  be  easily  modified  for 
reasons  of  economic  expediency.  The  American  tradition  has  tended  to 
minimize  planning  of  any  kind,  and  present  state  environmental  plans 
are  deficient  in  their  focus,  concentrating  on  single  environmental  targets 
rather  than  the  complex  picture. 

A  final  strategy  is  the  mobilization  of  moral  outrage  to  force  recalcitrant 
industries  and  government  to  implement  environmental  protection.  As 
Jones  points  out  in  his  discussion  of  the  politics  preceding  the  adoption  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970,10  the  marginality  of  public  participation  in 
policymaking  and  the  public’s  tendency  to  demand  extreme  solutions  sug¬ 
gests  that  this  strategy  cannot  be  advanced  by  itself  alone.  The  Soviet 
experience  indicates  the  ease  with  which  public  participation  can  be  chan¬ 
neled  and  manipulated.  Americans  on  their  part  have  charged  that  man¬ 
dated  public  hearings  are  frequently  pro  forma  only,  with  the  chief  purpose 
of  the  hearing  to  persuade  the  public  that  the  decision  already  taken  is  the 
right  one.  More  important  perhaps,  moral  outrage  subsides,  leaving  indus¬ 
try  and  the  regulatory  agencies  to  work  out  the  implementation  of  poorly 
conceived  environmental  regulations.  A  more  suitable  strategy  is  the 
broadening  of  participation  in  environmental  policymaking  to  include  all 
organized  environmental  interest  or  political  groups  with  a  long-term  com¬ 
mitment  to  environmental  policy  goals.  The  last  two  decades,  particularly 
in  the  United  States  and  West  Germany,  have  seen  significant  expansion 
of  organized  public  participation  in  the  environmental  policy  area.  Neither 
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the  Soviet  Union  nor  Yugoslavia  has  taken  any  serious  steps  in  this  direc¬ 
tion.  When  the  moral  argument  is  advanced  solely  by  scientists  and  spe¬ 
cialists,  as  it  is  almost  exclusively  in  the  two  countries  under  study,  it  has 
not  nearly  the  same  urgency  or  force  as  has  aroused  popular  opinion.  The 
objectivity  of  science  is  a  central  value  of  contemporary  society,11  and 
science  is  diminished  in  stature  when  aligned  with  partisan  views.  How¬ 
ever,  virtually  all  modern  political  regimes  in  principle  subscribe  to  the 
view  that  governments  in  some  way  are  supposed  to  serve  the  people. 

It  can  be  readily  seen  that  all  three  of  the  alternative  strategies  do  not  do 
away  with  the  regulatory  principle.  Nor  would  it  be  advisable  to  do  so. 
Some  kind  of  regulation  is  necessary  to  provide  coherence  and  standardiza¬ 
tion  in  environmental  policymaking.  And  some  kind  of  central  agency,  be 
it  a  state  regulatory  agency  or  an  interterritorial  committee  as  in  Australia, 
must  have  the  authority  to  oversee  the  global  environmental  management 
picture.  What  the  three  alternative  strategies  aim  to  do  is  to  reform  the 
present  command  regulatory  structure  to  what  Cohen-Tanugi  terms  an 
“autoregulatory”  system.12 

In  their  now  classic  study  of  implementation  in  the  United  States,  Wil- 
davsky  and  Pressman  demonstrate  that  the  command  regulatory  principle 
mobilizes  so  many  competing  and  opposing  forces  that  it  is  amazing  a 
regulatory  program  is  carried  out  at  all.13  By  contrast,  autoregulation  takes 
place  between  the  regulated  interests.  In  the  environmental  area,  direct 
state  intervention  is  replaced  by  indirect  governmental  tutelage  to  foster 
conditions  where  industry  finds  it  economical  to  institute  environmental 
controls,  and  territorial  units  discover  regional  benefits  in  adhering  to  a 
development  plan  based  on  regional  ecological  capabilities.  Under  condi¬ 
tions  of  autoregulation,  the  environmental  organs  carry  out  their  moni¬ 
toring  and  control  functions  not  as  policing  or  punitive  agents  but  in  order 
to  assist  industry  and  localities  to  optimize  their  economic  and  environ¬ 
mental  choices.  And  the  moral  pressure  exercised  by  the  public  ceases  to 
be  a  self-righteous  confrontational  force  directed  solely  at  the  polluters,  as 
the  public  modifies  its  accusations  of  “freeloader”  and  “polluter-pays-all” 
to  pay  its  share  in  the  financing  of  environmental  controls,  either  through 
increased  taxes  or  higher  prices. 

Neither  the  centralized  pluralism  of  the  Soviet  Union  nor  Yugoslavia’s 
self-management  system  would  seem  at  the  present  time  in  a  position 
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to  implement  a  genuine  economic  incentive  strategy.  Implementation  de¬ 
mands  a  loosening  of  the  command  regulatory  principle  and  letting  the 
economy  make  its  decisions  based  on  economic  factors,  not  political  needs. 
In  effect,  an  economic  incentive  strategy  requires  some  form  of  market 
economy.  While  the  Soviets  have  done  much  theoretical  research  in  cost- 
benefit  analysis,  the  economists  complain  that  it  is  difficult  to  apply  the 
theory  because  of  lack  of  adequate  information.  The  Commission  on  Na¬ 
tional  Resources  has  expressed  the  same  thought  another  way:  “The 
amount  of  detailed  information  that  any  single  party  must  acquire  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  a  market  is  considerably  less  than  the  amount  a  centralized 
agency  would  need  if  it  were  to  try  to  substitute  for  and  duplicate  the 
results  of  a  market.” 14 

Liberalization  of  the  economy  is  now  under  intense  scrutiny  in  such 
diverse  countries  as  Yugoslavia,  China,  West  Germany,  and  France.  One 
tends  to  forget  that  etatisme  has  a  long  and  venerable  history  in  France, 
and  that  only  recently  has  the  policy  of  dirigisme  begun  to  be  challenged, 
primarily  because  of  the  vitality  shown  by  the  American  economy  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Atlantic.  French  advocates  of  diminishing  the  power  of 
the  French  state  argue  that  the  transition  to  an  autoregulatory  society 
where  economic  incentive  strategies  can  operate  to  their  best  advantage 
requires  two  conditions.  There  must  be  national  consensus  on  fundamental 
values  and  the  organization  of  the  state,  and  the  state  must  have  confidence 
that  political  divisions  are  not  so  large  that  the  dismantling  of  the  com¬ 
mand  regulatory  structure  will  undermine  the  foundations  of  government.15 

Such  consensus  exists  in  few  modern  societies,  the  United  States  being 
perhaps  an  outstanding  exception.  The  democracies  of  Western  Europe 
have  not  been  able  to  reach  agreement  on  the  foundations  of  the  economic 
and  social  order  for  various  reasons  unconnected  with  a  one-party  state. 
While  Yugoslavia's  discussion  of  its  political  and  economic  crisis  questions 
the  relevance  of  one-party  rule,  a  large  part  of  the  crisis  can  also  be  at¬ 
tributed  to  the  perpetuation  of  traditional  national  rivalries  that  Tito’s  con¬ 
stitutional  solution  was  unable  to  accommodate.  As  we  have  seen,  expert 
opinion  has  tended  to  take  sides  in  the  crisis,  weakening  the  leadership’s 
confidence  in  the  experts'  loyalty  to  the  Yugoslav  state.  In  the  Soviet  Union, 
the  nationality  issue  may  be  more  submerged  but  is  nonetheless  present.16 
Religious  and  political  dissent  is  reinforced  by  the  nationality  problem,17 
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and  now  the  question  of  the  future  direction  of  economic  development 
may  become  an  additional  divisive  factor. 

The  principle  of  the  general  will  institutionalized  in  the  absolute  political 
ascendency  of  the  majority  party  was  accepted  by  the  French  as  an  appro¬ 
priate  way  to  handle  the  absence  of  consensus  regarding  the  constitution  of 
the  French  state.  In  the  Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia,  this  principle  has 
been  carried  to  its  extreme  by  the  institutionalization  of  the  permanent 
rule  of  a  single  party.  Hence,  the  difficulties  inherent  in  modifying  the 
command  regulatory  principle  in  a  democratic  multiparty  system  become 
intensified  under  single-party  rule.  In  its  positing  of  a  market  economy,  the 
autoregulatory  system  in  effect  attacks  the  foundations  of  the  Soviet  and 
Yugoslav  politicoeconomic  systems  by  abolishing  one  of  the  fundamental 
structural  features  of  the  communist  one-party  state,  and  undermining  the 
other  three.  Modification  then  not  only  risks  splintering  the  frail  regime- 
imposed  format  of  national  consensus,  but  the  very  survival  of  the  two 
states  in  their  currently  constituted  form. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  cannot  be  expected  that  an  economic  in¬ 
centive  strategy  based  on  autoregulation  will  be  endorsed  by  the  leadership 
in  either  country.  The  command  regulatory  structure  will  remain.  Given 
the  serious  nationality  problems  confronting  the  USSR,  it  can  also  not  be 
expected  that  administration  will  be  decentralized  to  permit  regions  to 
have  control  of  their  economic  development  in  formulating  their  regional 
territorial  plans.  In  Yugoslavia,  many  would  argue  that  it  is  precisely  de¬ 
centralization  that  has  precipitated  the  present  constitutional  crisis.  Hence, 
there  are  voices  that  urge  recentralization  lest  the  country  be  split  asunder. 
Finally,  the  insistence  on  a  single  ideology  and  a  single  party  means  that 
the  leadership  can  never  have  confidence  that  the  free  public  expression  of 
opinion  will  not  be  used  against  it.  Until  it  can  be  sure,  the  moral  force  of 
public  opinion  cannot  be  given  free  reign  to  expose  the  dangers  for  “space¬ 
ship  Earth”  of  a  continued  adherence  to  economic  growth  or  to  argue  for 
alternative  life-styles. 

Both  countries  must  then  make  do  with  the  command  regulatory  struc¬ 
ture,  with  its  inevitable  submission  of  environmental  objectives  to  political 
and  economic  priorities.  Given  these  conditions,  the  outlook  for  the  envi¬ 
ronment  in  the  Soviet  Union  would  seem  to  be  the  progressive  adoption  of 
those  forms  of  economic  incentives  that  are  not  based  on  autoregulation, 
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and  that  conform  to  the  present  politicoeconomic  structure;  more  power 
assigned  to  both  the  central  environmental  agencies  and  the  regional  agen¬ 
cies  such  as  the  river  basin  authorities  and  local  soviets;  and  the  imposition 
of  increasingly  severe  legal  penalties.  In  other  words,  the  attempt  to 
rationalize  the  command  regulatory  structure  will  continue.  Not  excluded 
is  the  mobilization  of  massive  state  resources  if,  for  example,  the  ecology 
of  Siberia  becomes  seriously  threatened.  In  Yugoslavia,  the  disorganized 
practice  of  environmental  management  that  seems  to  feed  on  interrepubli¬ 
can  rivalry  more  than  likely  will  move  toward  some  form  of  centralized 
environmental  authority  if  the  Sava  River  case  is  any  indication.  Possibly, 
the  Soviet  experience  of  moving  environmental  policymaking  from  the 
republican  to  the  transnational  level  will  be  replicated,  but  if  the  transfer 
occurs,  self-management  will  ensure  that  the  central  structure  is  less  rigid 
and  has  fewer  jurisdictional  competencies.  Planned  progress  in  this  direc¬ 
tion  will  no  doubt  continue  to  be  impeded  by  economic  requirements,  and 
the  likelihood  is  high  that  industrial  development  will  continue  to  outpace 
efforts  to  reduce  the  impact  of  industry  upon  the  environment.  The  impact 
of  these  developments  upon  the  environmental  policy  actors  is  an  ever- 
expanding  area  of  opportunity  for  both  the  environmental  agencies  and 
the  experts,  always  constrained  by  the  industrial  imperative.  Public  opinion 
will  maintain  its  sideline  role,  unless  some  national  catastrophe  provides 
the  triggering  mechanism  to  propel  it  to  the  foreground. 

The  United  States  is  in  the  fortunate  position  of  having  experimented 
with  the  command  regulatory  strategy  and  found  it  wanting,  not  only  in 
the  environmental  area  but  in  virtually  every  area  of  government  interven¬ 
tion.  Experiments  in  deregulation  are  currently  under  way.  We  have  now 
had  enough  experience  of  the  command  regulatory  strategy  in  pollution 
control  to  realize  that  it  does  not  provide  the  fast,  reliable  solutions  desired 
by  the  environmentalists.  And  we  now  know  much  more  about  the  working 
of  market  economies  and  the  phenomenon  of  “externalities"  than  did  the 
nineteenth-century  conservationists  who,  fearful  of  the  demon  profit,  pre¬ 
ferred  to  adhere  to  the  statist  strategies  of  their  European  forebears  than 
to  risk  uncharted  autoregulatory  seas.18  The  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  examples 
should  provide  sobering  illustrations  of  the  intrinsic  weakness  of  adherence 
to  an  ideological  position  once  events  have  outpaced  its  relevance.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  state  ownership  of  natural  resources  provides  more  effec- 
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tive  environmental  control  than  private  ownership,  just  as  there  is  no  indi¬ 
cation  that  the  elimination  of  the  profit  incentive  prevents  environmental 
degradation.  While  the  more  centralized  Soviet  regulatory  system  appears 
better  organized  and  more  comprehensive  than  the  decentralized  Yugoslav 
model,  there  is  no  evidence  that  centralized  regulation  is  more  efficient  at 
environmental  protection  than  decentralized.  The  United  States  is  in  a 
position  to  try  an  autoregulatory  system  without  sacrificing  its  ideological 
identity  to  a  degree  that  is  impossible  in  either  of  the  two  countries  studied, 
with  their  insistence  on  a  single  ideology  and  single  political  party.  More 
important,  its  politicoeconomic  structure  is  not  threatened.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  American  politicoeconomic  system  has  proven  highly  conducive 
to  autoregulation  in  other  areas.  Uncertainty  exists  because  economic  in¬ 
centives  within  the  framework  of  regional,  ecologically  based  land-use 
planning  have  not  been  tried. 

Even  more  critical,  political  acceptance  is  hampered  by  the  game  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  present  constellation  of  actors,  particularly  that  of  industry  and 
the  environmental  lobby.  In  not  having  to  respond  to  economic  incentives, 
industry  has  used  its  economic  leverage  to  press  forward  a  politics  of  delay, 
mixing  threats  of  unemployment  and  recession  with  claims  for  special  sub¬ 
sidies  and  tax  benefits  for  undertaking  environmental  controls.  In  this  re¬ 
spect,  arguments  and  behavior  of  U.S.  industries  have  differed  little  from 
their  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  counterparts.  In  the  courts  and  in  the  legislature, 
regulation  has  given  the  environmentalists  a  special  political  “space”  in 
which  to  urge  their  demands  with  a  creditable  record  of  wins.  Three  Mile 
Island  and  Love  Canal  indicate  how  readily  the  public  makes  industry  the 
environmental  scapegoat  and  testify  to  the  power  of  moral  outrage  in  pro¬ 
ducing  a  political  response  roughly  commensurate  with  the  intensity  and 
source  of  the  outcry.  While  not  denying  either  the  environmental  interests 
or  the  public  access  to  policymaking,  the  autoregulatory  strategy  would 
probably  diminish  their  activity  in  court  and  scale  down  their  legislative 
lobbying  effort,  as  industry  made  its  equipment  conform  to  national  stan¬ 
dards  through  market  rather  than  administrative  pressures.  Nevertheless, 
more  efficient  environmental  management,  however  it  occurs,  ought  to 
please  the  most  ardent  advocate  of  state  environmental  intervention.  More¬ 
over,  in  the  last  analysis,  moral  outrage  remains  the  primary  and  most 
necessary  way  of  stimulating  government  to  take  the  requisite  regulatory 
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measures.  Hence,  environmentalists  and  the  public  will  continue  to  be  the 
moral  force  urging  the  protection  of  our  environment  if  mankind  is  to 
survive  on  this  planet. 

The  Soviet  and  Yugoslav  experiences  indicate  that  the  command  regula¬ 
tory  strategy  imposed  on  a  communist  one-party  politicoeconomic  struc¬ 
ture  augments  the  primacy  of  politics  and  political  will  in  solving  envi¬ 
ronmental  problems.  The  advantage  of  the  autoregiilatory  strategy  is  that 
it  reduces  the  purely  political  component  of  environmental  protection  by 
referring  environmental  problems  to  the  economic  and  social  context  where 
they  naturally  occur.  The  United  States  has  an  opportunity  to  uncouple 
environmental  protection  from  politics  and  develop  the  requisite  market 
and  social  mechanisms  to  ensure  environmental  control.  The  risks  of  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  experiment  are  great,  and  our  information  is  still  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  provide  assurance  of  certain  success.  The  risks  of  rejection  are  also 
high.  The  command  strategy  has  proved  insufficient  to  the  task  in  all  coun¬ 
tries  where  it  has  been  tried.  Time  may  be  running  out.  If  we  are  serious  in 
our  desire  to  conserve  the  world  for  future  generations,  prudence  suggests 
an  alteration  of  course. 
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April  26,  1986,  marked  a  watershed  in  environmental  history.  The  fallout 
from  the  Chernobyl  disaster  went  literally  around  the  world.  While  only  a 
dedicated  number  could  get  excited  about  the  effects  of  long-range  trans¬ 
boundary  acid  precipitation,  the  panic  produced  in  Europe  by  fear  of  the 
effects  of  the  transboundary  transmission  of  radioactivity  was  in  many 
respects  out  of  proportion  to  the  actual  levels  of  radiation  measured  on  the 
ground. 

Food  and  soil  contamination  were  particularly  sensitive  issues.  To  soothe 
the  concerns  of  their  anxious  citizens  and  to  score  political  points  with 
their  agricultural  lobbies,  the  members  of  the  Common  Market  voted  to 
stop  the  importation  of  agricultural  products  from  Eastern  Europe.  How¬ 
ever,  at  the  request  of  West  Germany,  East  Germany,  which  lay  directly  in 
the  path  of  “the  cloud,”  was  excluded  from  the  embargo.  In  an  extraordi¬ 
nary  measure,  Italy  forbade  the  import  of  French  agricultural  products, 
although  there  was  literally  no  difference  in  radiation  levels  between  Italian 
Sardinia  and  French  Corsica.  Medical  personnel  everwhere  theorized  on 
the  number  of  cancer  patients  that  might  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the 
disaster,  painting  grisly  scenes  of  future  invalid  populations. 

Western  public  opinion  was  quick  to  express  its  solidarity  with  Cher¬ 
nobyl’s  victims  and  with  the  USSR’s  efforts  to  manage  the  disaster.  There 
was  virtually  no  popular  outcry  against  the  Soviet  Union’s  behavior  or 
against  Soviet  failures  to  assure  the  safety  of  its  nuclear  plants.  While  the 
EEC  did  demand  compensation  for  agricultural  damage,  there  was  no  way 
any  of  the  victims,  at  home  or  abroad,  could  sue  the  Soviet  government,  as 
the  victims  of  the  chemical  disaster  in  Bophal  sued  Union  Carbide.  Euro¬ 
peans  turned  inward  and  vented  their  anxieties  against  their  own  govern¬ 
ments.  Protest  against  nuclear  power  quickly  devolved  into  a  renewed 
crusade  against  the  bomb  and  nato.1  Primitive  man’s  terror  of  things 
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unseen  and  beyond  his  control,  dressed  in  the  ultimate  modern  shape, 
provoked  one  of  the  oldest  responses  of  the  human  race:  escapism.  Tech¬ 
nology  is  fearful.  Away  with  it  and  its  advocates. 

In  the  plethora  of  newsprint  immediately  following  the  disaster,  the 
reader  was  able  to  learn  a  great  deal  about  Soviet  reactor  technology  or  the 
absence  thereof.  But  there  was  a  curious  silence  on  the  organization  of  the 
Soviet  nuclear  enterprise  and  the  monitoring  and  inspection  system  that 
was  supposed  to  ensure  plant  safety.  There  are  obvious  reasons  for  this 
silence.  One  kettle  cannot  call  the  other  black.  Although  all  civilian  nuclear 
power  production  is  not  state-owned  in  the  Western  industrialized  coun¬ 
tries,  construction  and  operation  are  totally  regulated  by  administrative 
rulings,  compliance  with  which  is  monitored  by  government  organs.  Every 
Western  country  with  nuclear  power  has  had  its  nuclear  power  accidents 
of  substantial  proportions.  Windscale  in  England  and  Three  Mile  Island  in 
the  United  States  are  the  best  known,  and  the  latter,  the  best  publicized. 
On  May  4,  1986,  there  was  a  minor  breakdown  in  a  West  German  plant 
that  the  government  tried  to  hush  up,  fearful  of  the  public’s  certain  nega¬ 
tive  reaction.  Investigation  in  every  Western  case  revealed  human  error  at 
the  bottom  of  the  accident  and  bureaucratic  indulgence  at  the  top. 

Second,  there  are  strong  nuclear  lobbies  in  all  the  advanced  indus¬ 
trialized  countries.  These  lobbies  have  close  links  to  the  government  insti¬ 
tutions  concerned  with  the  military  uses  of  atomic  energy.  The  lesson  of 
Kashtim  in  1958  is  instructive.  The  nuclear  disaster  in  the  Urals  was  un¬ 
known  to  the  world  public  until  Zhores  Medvedev  happened  to  mention  it 
casually  to  British  reporters  in  1976  following  his  decision  to  seek  asylum 
in  Great  Britain.  The  U.S.  and  British  governments  denied  the  story. 
Medvedev  sat  down  to  prove  it  had  occurred.  His  findings  documented 
American  and  British  complicity  in  keeping  the  disaster  a  secret.  As¬ 
suredly,  the  publication  in  1958  of  a  catastrophe  of  those  proportions  would 
have  cut  short  the  initial  public  honeymoon  with  “Atoms  for  Peace,”  as 
certainly  as  Chernobyl  undermined  confidence  in  nuclear  power  in  1986.  It 
is  difficult  to  believe  that  none  of  the  satellites  circling  the  earth  that  April 
night  would  have  been  placed  to  record  the  accident  when  it  occurred,  and 
that  the  United  States  had  to  wait  to  learn  the  news  until  Swedish  monitors 
picked  up  radiation  information  a  day  later.  Given  the  public  nervousness 
over  nuclear  power,  no  government  wants  to  be  the  bearer  of  bad  tidings, 
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even  if  the  trouble  was  not  on  its  territory.  Perhaps  the  major  powers 
hoped  that  in  some  way  the  problem  would  go  away  before  it  became  a 
public  scandal. 


The  Accident 

The  Chernobyl  tragedy  brings  into  sharp  focus  the  major  findings  of  this 
book  about  the  failure  of  environmental  regulatory  policy  in  general,  and 
in  communist  one-party  states  in  particular.  The  Chernobyl  aec  was  a  very 
large  operation  with  four  reactors  on  line  and  a  fifth  under  construction. 
The  960-megawatt  graphite  reactors  were  of  a  kind  that  exists  nowhere 
else  outside  the  Soviet  Union.2  The  model  was  originally  developed  to 
produce  plutonium  for  nuclear  weapons  and  was  adapted  for  electricity 
production.  Because  of  its  “dual-use  ,”  like  other  graphite  reactors  it  cannot 
receive  the  approval  of  iaea  under  the  terms  of  the  nonproliferation  treaty. 
In  addition,  the  Soviet  rbmk  model  lacks  many  of  the  common  Western 
safety  features,  especially  the  containment  dome,  all  of  which  came  under 
strong  criticism  at  the  iaea  conference  in  August  1986.3 

It  is  not  publicly  known  whether  in  the  time  preceding  the  accident  the 
Chernobyl  reactors  were  producing  plutonium  as  their  primary  goal  and 
electric  power  on  the  side,  whether  the  production  of  plutonium  was  a 
by-product  of  their  production  of  electricity,  or  whether  they  were  pro¬ 
ducing  weapon’s  quality  plutonium  at  all.4  However,  the  fact  that  graphite 
reactors  have  a  neutron  spectrum  that  yields  this  grade  of  plutonium  would 
automatically  put  the  plant  under  the  control  of  the  USSR  Ministry  of 
Defense  and  the  USSR  Ministry  of  Medium  Machine  Building,  the  code 
name  for  the  organization  in  charge  of  making  nuclear  bombs  since  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  On  the  formal  institutional  level,  civilian  nuclear 
power  production  is  separate  from  military  nuclear  power  production  and 
is  subordinated  officially  to  the  State  Committee  on  the  Utilization  of 
Nuclear  Energy  and  the  Committee  for  Nuclear  Industry  Safety.  However, 
both  Andronik  Petrosiants,  who  has  been  chairman  of  the  state  committee 
since  1962,  and  Evgenii  Koulov,  head  of  the  Committee  for  Nuclear  Indus¬ 
try  Safety,  spent  the  early  part  of  their  careers  in  the  Ministry  of  Medium 
Machine  Building.  We  have  here  all  the  ingredients  of  diffusion  of  adminis¬ 
trative  responsibilities  at  the  top  characteristic  of  environmental  policy- 
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making  in  the  Soviet  “centipede,”  with  the  civilian  arm  of  the  nuclear 
power  industry  clearly  in  an  inferior  position  vis-a-vis  the  military.  Neither 
Petrosiants  nor  Koulov  are  even  candidate  members  of  the  Central  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Soviet  Communist  party.5 

The  dual  purpose  of  the  Chernobyl  power  plant  and  the  prior  careers  of 
the  men  responsible  for  Soviet  civilian  nuclear  power  throws  into  stark 
relief  the  special  relationship  between  the  Soviet  Communist  party  leader¬ 
ship  and  the  military-industrial  complex.  Soviet  graphite  reactors  are  de¬ 
signed  for  on-line,  continuous  fuel  recycling  and  do  not  have  to  be  shut 
down  to  replace  spent  rods,  thus  providing  constant  plutonium  output. 
This  feature  surely  did  not  escape  the  notice  of  the  Soviet  high  command 
when  the  decision  on  what  kind  of  reactors  to  build  for  energy  production 
was  made  in  the  mid-fifties.  However,  the  reactors  have  the  distinct  dis¬ 
advantage  that  the  graphite  core  tends  to  heat  up.  Periodically,  it  must  be 
cooled  by  liberating  a  certain  quantity  of  energy.  Because  of  the  reactor’s 
“positive  void  coefficient,”  if  the  balance  between  water  and  steam  in  the 
circuit  is  altered  by  improper  cooling,  the  temperature  of  the  core  rises, 
increasing  fission  activity,  which  in  turn  raises  the  reactor’s  heat  in  an  ever- 
upward  cycle.  Such  was  the  case  at  Windscale  in  Great  Britain  in  1957, 
where  the  accident  was  severe  enough  for  the  authorities  to  forbid  the  sale 
of  milk  products  produced  in  the  200-square-mile  zone  around  the  plant.6 
Although  a  more  complex  event,  the  Chernobyl  tragedy  was  the  direct 
product  of  the  “positive  void”  effect. 

The  official  Soviet  report  submitted  to  the  iaea  chose  to  place  primary 
blame  not  on  reactor  design  but  on  six  violations  of  safety  rules  and  the 
poor  training  of  the  plant  operators.7  The  alleged  carelessness  and  haste 
are  incredible  to  read  about  but  highly  believable.  It  was  late  at  night  and 
the  end  of  the  month.  The  grid  supervisor  had  reportedly  asked  for  a 
twelve-hour  delay,  but  his  opinion  was  overridden.  Monthly  accounts  on 
plan  fulfillment  were  doubtless  due,  and  failure  to  fulfill  established  norms 
constitutes  a  breach  of  Soviet  law.  Good  as  these  reasons  may  be,  however, 
they  do  not  really  explain  why  the  operational  experiment  had  to  be 
undertaken  at  that  particular  time  or  why  so  many  blunders  were  made 
simultaneously. 

The  description  by  Liubov  Kovalevska,  a  senior  manager  at  Chernobyl, 
of  problems  in  the  building  of  the  fifth  reactor  suggests  more  than  human 
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error  may  have  been  at  issue.  Pressure  to  maximize  production  may  also 
have  been  a  factor.  Kovalevska’s  remarkable  and  prophetic  report  was 
published  almost  a  month  to  the  day  prior  to  the  accident,  on  the  front 
page  of  Liter  ami  Ukraina,  the  Ukrainian  counterpart  to  Literaturnaia 
gazeta.  According  to  the  author,  construction  on  the  new  reactor  had  been 
advanced  by  one  year,  leaving  no  time  to  eliminate  the  structural  mistakes 
present  in  the  construction  of  the  earlier  reactors.  The  shortening  of  con¬ 
struction  time  further  promoted  disregard  for  conformance  to  required 
standards  of  safety  and  reliability.  Construction  materials  were  slow  in 
arriving,  and  when  they  did  arrive,  came  in  insufficient  quantities.  Much 
of  the  concrete,  she  said,  was  of  substandard  quality.  The  shortage  of 
materials  and  increasing  problems  in  construction  undermined  the  workers’ 
feeling  of  responsibility  for  their  work.  A  highly  trained  and  experienced 
crew,  the  workers  first  appealed  to  their  superiors  to  improve  the  situation. 
When  their  appeals  brought  no  response,  they  became  indignant.  Gradu¬ 
ally,  indignation  gave  way  to  indifference  and  “worker  despair.”8 

So  far,  the  Soviet  Union  has  been  completely  silent  as  to  what  agency 
ordered  the  test  and  why.  Which  electro-technical  institutes  under  which 
responsible  ministry  carried  out  the  experiment?  Was  it  a  subordinate  in¬ 
stitute  of  the  armaments  industry  or  associated  with  the  military-industrial 
complex?  Was  the  test  in  response  to  military  demands  for  stepped-up 
production,  or  a  hastily  conceived  effort  to  control  safety  conditions  outside 
the  regular  military  production  program?  Or  did  the  test  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  military  but  lay  entirely  within  the  framework  of  civilian  power 
production?  Soviet  investigation  may  show  that  prior  to  Kovalevska’s  arti¬ 
cle,  civilian  nuclear  power  monitoring  agencies  did  indeed  register  com¬ 
plaints  against  plant  safety  conditions.  However,  as  the  poor  relatives  of 
the  armaments  industry,  their  criticisms  could  be  easily  set  aside.  In  chap¬ 
ter  4,  we  saw  the  arrogant  disregard  by  civilian  heavy  industry  of  com¬ 
plaints  made  by  environmental  officials.  According  to  Petrosiants,  the  ill- 
fated  experiment  at  Chernobyl  was  not  even  discussed  with  the  scientists 
responsible  for  safety  within  the  plant.  Given  its  military  connections,  the 
plant  management  may  not  have  been  required  to  consult  them  because 
plant  activities  did  not  fall  wholly  under  civilian  control. 

The  IAEA  conference  in  August  1986  was  not  the  first  time  that  Soviet 
nuclear  reactors  came  under  public  censure.  In  1975  a  group  of  British 
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engineers  of  Babcock  Power  visited  several  Soviet  nuclear  power  plants. 
In  a  report  published  in  1977,  they  concluded  that  Soviet  reactor  safety 
features  compared  badly  with  those  in  the  West.  They  were  particularly 
critical  of  the  construction  of  a  RBMK-type  channel  reactor  they  saw  in 
Leningrad,  similar  to  those  at  Chernobyl,  faulting  especially  the  absence 
of  a  containment  vessel.  The  Soviet  authorities  were  informed  of  the 
British  evaluation,  and  some  changes  were  apparently  made,  but  not 
enough.  With  one  exception,  every  point  raised  in  the  British  report  was 
subsequently  admitted  as  an  rbmk  design  defect  by  Victor  Legasov,  head 
of  the  Soviet  delegation  to  the  August  1986  iaea  conference.9  In  1979  a 
critical  article  was  published  in  the  official  party  journal,  Kommunist.  One 
of  the  authors  was  the  builder  of  the  first  Soviet  atomic  reactor,  Nicolai 
Dolezhal.  Expressing  reservations  about  the  current  state  of  Soviet  nuclear 
technology,  he  urged  that  nuclear  power  plants  not  be  built  close  to  large 
population  centers  or  in  the  European  part  of  the  Soviet  Union.10 

The  construction  workers’  appeals  to  the  Committee  for  Nuclear  Indus¬ 
try  Safety  or  other  civilian  authorities  probably  fell  on  deaf  ears.  If  sent 
forward,  they  could  easily  have  been  overridden  by  the  military  in  the  in¬ 
terests  of  national  security.  M.  Slavski,  the  89-year-old  head  of  the  Minis¬ 
try  of  Medium  Machine  Building,  had  spent  twenty-five  years  producing 
bombs  for  the  armaments  industry.11  If  the  ministry  had  any  say  in  setting 
production  and  other  norms,  then  it  was  up  to  the  plant  to  meet  those 
norms  regardless  of  the  consequences,  particularly  since  these  were  not 
considered  very  risky.  Maksim  Rilsky,  Ukrainian  minister  of  energy,  was 
quoted  in  Soviet  Life ,  the  American  journal  designated  for  sale  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  as  assessing  the  probability  of  a  core  meltdown  at  Chernobyl 
as  one  in  ten  thousand.12  The  evidence  suggests  a  scenario  where  safety 
conditions  at  Chernobyl  were  known  to  be  problematic,  but  for  whatever 
reason  were  consistently  played  down  or  lost  in  the  bureaucratic  intrigues 
at  the  top  of  the  nuclear  power  hierarchy. 

The  situation  evidently  sapped  plant  morale.  According  to  official  re¬ 
ports,  the  accident  occurred  in  an  administrative  environment  of  poor 
work  discipline  and  lackluster  leadership.  Whatever  the  technical  reason 
for  the  catastrophe,  the  plant  administration  clearly  panicked  when  it 
occurred.  Both  Pravda  and  Izvestia  carried  stirring  reports  of  the  heroism 
of  the  firemen  called  to  fight  the  emergency,  but  senior  administrators  were 
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singularly  absent  from  the  list  of  heroes.  On  the  contrary,  Pravda  publicly 
condemned  virtually  all  of  them,  naming  one  vice-director  for  having  run 
away,  and  another  for  failing  to  perform  his  assigned  duties.  A  large  num¬ 
ber  of  plant  foremen  and  senior  technicians  also  were  said  to  have  “taken  a 
powder,”  while  177  members  of  the  party  committee  in  Pripiat  apparently 
had  disappeared  from  view.13  Bad  morale  in  the  plant  carried  over  to  its 
suppliers.  The  first  group  to  be  sanctioned  was  a  transport  company  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  nuclear  plant.  The  company  was  accused  of  “indifference 
and  inertia,”  and  failure  to  lend  assistance  when  asked.14  Did  the  drivers 
refuse  to  move?  It  was  to  be  expected  that  the  entire  senior  plant  manage¬ 
ment  should  have  lost  their  jobs.  But  it  is  significant  that  they  were  faulted 
not  for  their  failure  to  maintain  proper  safety  precautions  but  for  their 
failure  to  assess  correctly  the  seriousness  of  the  accident  and  to  behave 
responsibly  at  the  height  of  the  crisis.  As  of  this  writing,  the  only  group  to 
be  censored  for  preaccident  performance  is  the  plant  trade  union  commit¬ 
tee,  which  alone  was  faulted  for  showing  “little  concern  for  the  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  discipline  and  the  ensuring  of  work  safety.”15  Although  admittedly 
the  facts  are  sparse,  the  picture  painted  of  plant  work  conditions  and  atti¬ 
tudes  prior  to  the  accident  is  strongly  reminiscent  of  the  tensions  and  dis¬ 
satisfactions  described  as  prevailing  between  administrative  and  lower  per¬ 
sonnel  in  nasa  before  the  Challenger  tragedy.  Americans  know  from  that 
bitter  experience  what  can  happen  when  the  pressure  is  on  and  the  upper 
bureaucracy  refuses  to  consider  opinions  contrary  to  their  own  needs  and 
ideas. 

A  third  weakness  in  Soviet  environmental  policymaking  underscored 
by  Chernobyl  is  compartmentalization.  We  do  not  know  when  Chief  En¬ 
gineer  Fomin  decided  to  inform  his  superior  about  what  had  occurred.  We 
know  even  less  about  to  whom  and  at  what  time  Director  Briukhanov 
made  his  first  report  outside  the  plant.  Quite  possibly  it  was  to  his  regional 
military  and/or  armaments  industry  superiors.  The  news  probably  went 
from  there  to  the  center  and  then  to  the  republican  level,  with  regional 
party  and  government  officials  the  last  to  hear.  Official  Soviet  information 
suggests  that  the  first  report  to  the  center  might  have  been  misleading, 
showing  plant  personnel  in  control  of  the  situation  and  minimizing  radia¬ 
tion  fallout.16 

As  we  saw  in  chapter  3,  compartmentalization  tends  to  reduce  contact 
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between  personnel  working  in  different  bureaucracies.  It  would  be  quite  in 
order,  as  Izvestia  reported,  particularly  in  view  of  Chernobyl’s  military 
and  nuclear  assignments,  that  there  was  no  contact  between  the  monitoring 
personnel  inside  the  plant  and  the  agency  monitoring  radioactivity  out¬ 
side.17  We  have  no  knowledge  of  what  actions  the  external  agency  might 
have  taken  in  the  crisis.  Given  the  nature  of  Soviet  bureaucratic  thinking, 
and  lacking  supplementary  information,  quite  possibly  it  took  none.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  a  Solidarity  report,  when  his  Geiger  counter  suddenly  went 
berserk,  a  monitoring  official  in  northeastern  Poland  logically  thought  it 
was  broken.  He  changed  his  mind  only  after  a  detail  of  the  Polish  army 
occupied  his  laboratory.18  The  world  may  rightfully  protest  a  lack  of  in¬ 
formation  from  the  Soviet  Union,  but  the  fact  that  no  one  was  evacuated 
until  thirty-six  hours  after  the  accident,  and  the  20,000  living  in  the  area 
immediately  surrounding  the  plant  were  not  taken  out  until  almost  a  week 
later,  indicate  a  severe  breakdown  in  judgment  and  communication  at  the 
very  spot  where  they  were  most  crucial.19 

We  may  never  know  how  much  of  the  Soviets’  initial  silence  was  de¬ 
liberately  imposed  and  how  much  was  the  product  of  bureaucratic  com- 
partmentalization.  This  study  suggests  that  a  considerable  part  may  be 
attributable  to  the  latter.  At  first,  the  top  leadership  lacked  hard  informa¬ 
tion.  Only  after  it  had  learned  the  facts  was  it  able  to  mobilize  the  mass 
media  to  “cover  up”  the  bureaucratic  inadequacies.  During  the  period  of 
information  uncertainty,  the  world  witnessed  the  grotesque  spectacle  of 
smiling  May  Day  dancers  in  sunny  downtown  Kiev  at  the  same  time  as 
children  were  arriving  at  the  railroad  station  for  evacuation  from  the  city. 
Then  the  media  launched  their  campaign  that  likened  the  catastrophe  to 
war.  On  one  side  were  the  heroes,  primarily  the  firemen  and  others  from 
outside  the  plant  and  probably  ignorant  of  its  purpose  and  politics,  who 
gave  their  lives  to  prevent  the  tragedy  from  getting  worse.  On  the  other 
were  the  plant  management  and  plant  workers  guilty  of  poor  discipline 
and  even  poorer  responsibility.  The  media  placed  great  emphasis  on  the 
fact  that  the  accident  at  Chernobyl  was  a  world  first  without  precedent. 
The  official  line  was  that  as  it  felt  its  way  along  uncharted  paths,  the  Soviet 
Union  was  performing  a  major  service  to  mankind  in  pioneering  the 
management  of  one  of  the  most  critical  problems  of  our  time.  In  the  same 
way,  the  USSR  had  taken  the  lead  in  defeating  Germany  in  World  War  II. 
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The  Soviet  people  responded  enthusiastically  and  touchingly  to  the  war 
theme,  offering  their  money,  services,  and  lives  to  the  cause.  Chernobyl 
brought  about  the  USSR’s  first  money-raising  rock  concert  for  the  benefit 
of  the  victims.  The  vigor  and  intensity  of  the  media  campaign  indicate  that 
despite  official  talk  about  glasnost  (openness),  nothing  was  done  to  open 
up  channels  of  communication  and  end  compartmentalization.  In  its  treat¬ 
ment  of  Chernobyl,  the  government  simply  switched  channels  to  suit  its 
purpose,  closing  off  some,  namely  information  from  the  plant,  and  opening 
others:  top  government  leaders,  international  specialists,  artists,  and  the 
mass  media. 

Unless  radically  different  new  data  indicate  otherwise,  Chernobyl  is  a 
tragic  but  classic  example  of  the  problems  of  environmental  management 
in  a  one-party  state  of  the  Soviet  variant.  It  casts  serious  doubt  on  the 
ability  of  regimes  of  this  type  to  master  a  serious  environmental  problem. 
Similarly,  it  cast  doubts  on  the  ability  of  pluralistic  regimes  to  promote 
effective  controls  where  the  potential  polluter  is  a  civilian  or  military  state- 
owned  enterprise,  a  public  utility,  or  major  company  receiving  partial 
government  subsidies  and  seeking  to  co-opt  the  regulatory  agency.  Cher¬ 
nobyl  may  be  the  product  of  faulty  technology.  But  it  is  much  more  the 
result  of  inept  bureaucratic  management. 


The  Yugoslav  Response 

In  Yugoslavia,  the  news  of  Chernobyl  followed  an  extended  period  of 
national  discussion  over  the  immediate  future  of  nuclear  energy  in  the 
country.  In  December  1985  the  Federal  Executive  Council  approved  the 
purchase  of  four  new  nuclear  reactors  to  the  tune  of  billions  of  dollars. 
Immediately  the  Union  of  Engineers  and  Technicians  of  Yugoslavia  orga¬ 
nized  a  roundtable  discussion  to  which  it  invited  both  foreign  and  domestic 
energy,  economic,  and  other  experts.  The  press  was  also  invited,  and  re¬ 
ports  of  the  meeting  were  carried  nationwide.  The  discussion  revealed  deep 
divisions  among  the  experts  on  Yugoslavia’s  energy  problem  and  the  best 
way  to  solve  it.  Oil  and  coal  specialists  accused  the  nuclear  experts  of 
undervaluation  of  cost  and  risk,  while  the  nuclear  specialists  insisted  on 
the  viability  of  nuclear  energy  despite  its  serious  attendant  problems.20 

The  publicity  given  the  roundtable  generated  a  wave  of  controversy  all 
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over  the  country  about  the  wisdom  of  borrowing  billions  of  new  dollars  for 
an  uncertain  enterprise  at  a  time  of  grave  economic  crisis.  Nuclear  experts 
were  called  to  give  their  opinions  on  television,  and  the  views  of  economic 
experts  were  solicited.  The  discussion  particularly  caught  the  public’s 
imagination  because  elections  to  the  Federal  Parliament  were  held  in  April 
and  there  was  hope  that  public  opinion  might  influence  the  new  govern¬ 
ment.  Members  of  the  Communist  Youth  League  (cyl)  drew  up  a  petition 
calling  for  the  end  of  nuclear  energy  in  Yugoslavia  and  managed  to  recruit 
some  120,000  signatures!  Public  input,  however,  had  only  a  minor  impact. 
When  the  new  government  assumed  office  in  early  April,  among  its  first 
acts  was  a  decision  to  purchase  one  of  the  four  proposed  reactors.21 

On  April  26,  Chernobyl  occurred.  The  news  broke  at  a  most  opportune 
moment,  when  the  Yugoslav  public  was  focused  on  the  nuclear  issue.  For 
the  second  time  in  a  year,  the  nuclear  experts  were  called  to  give  their 
opinions  on  tv.  But  this  time  they  talked  more  about  safety,  the  disposal  of 
nuclear  waste,  and  the  outdatedness  of  Yugoslavia’s  Westinghouse  reactor. 
On  May  10,  hundreds  of  young  people  under  the  auspices  of  the  Commu¬ 
nist  Youth  League  demonstrated  in  Ljubljana  against  the  risks  of  planetary 
pollution  and  the  construction  of  nuclear  power  stations  in  Yugoslavia. 
Protesting  the  lack  of  information  coming  from  the  Soviet  Union,  they 
urged  the  Slovene  authorities  to  nominate  a  commission  to  evaluate  the 
consequences  of  the  accident  for  the  Yugoslav  economy  and  demanded  the 
payment  of  damages  with  interest  from  the  USSR.22 

Perhaps  Chernobyl  had  its  strongest  impact  upon  Yugoslavia’s  nuclear 
community.  The  first  victim  was  “Prevlaka,”  the  reactor  the  government 
had  just  agreed  to  order.  At  the  suggestion  of  the  Council  for  Associated 
Labor,  the  Croatian  Sabor  (legislature)  dropped  the  construction  of  the 
reactor  from  its  medium-range  plans.23  Nuclear  specialists  were  apparently 
surprised  by  the  amount  of  radioactive  fallout  in  the  country.  While  they 
agreed  that  the  highest  levels  were  recorded  during  the  first  days  of  May, 
many  expressed  deeper  concern  over  the  evidence  of  low-level  radiation, 
some  of  which  would  be  a  factor  in  the  Yugoslav  environment  for  thou¬ 
sands  of  years  to  come.  Although  I  had  not  yet  asked,  one  expert  was 
quick  to  assure  me  that  milk  in  Belgrade  was  safe.  The  plant  that  produced 
it  took  its  milk  from  cows  that  never  went  outdoors  and  ate  imported 
grain!  That  information  must  have  not  reassured  most  Yugoslavs;  for 
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powdered  milk,  generally  readily  available  in  Yugoslavia,  seemed  to  have 
disappeared  from  the  market  shelves.  During  the  first  days  of  May,  people 
were  told  not  to  eat  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables,  but  still  in  mid-June,  I  was 
told,  the  sale  of  fresh  produce  was  being  strictly  controlled.  A  leading 
specialist  on  the  environmental  aspects  of  radiation  said  there  was  no  way 
to  tell  what  harm  had  been  inflicted  on  the  population  and  over  how  large 
an  area.  Her  research  had  shown  fallout  patterns  typical  of  long-range 
acid  precipitation.  Although  she  urged  me  “not  to  worry,”  she  also  was 
concerned  about  the  future  environmental  effects  of  strontium  90  and 
other  radioactive  particles  with  long  half-lives  that  had  been  registered  in 
Yugoslavia. 

The  nuclear  experts  experienced  feelings  of  vulnerability  and  defense¬ 
lessness  perhaps  even  more  acutely  than  the  rest  of  the  population,  because 
they  were  more  informed  about  the  situation.  Reactions  took  several  forms. 
First,  they  did  not  find  much  reassurance  in  statements  about  the  accident 
coming  from  the  United  States  or  Western  Europe,  which  they  felt  had  a 
common  interest  with  the  Soviet  Union  to  suppress  information.  They 
pointed  out  that  the  early  news  reports  from  the  United  States  talked 
about  three  thousand  casualties.  The  figure  was  revised  immediately  after 
the  first  information  from  the  Soviet  Union.  Where  was  the  truth?  There 
was  no  way  to  check  Soviet  data.  Similarly,  they  believed  that  the  circle  of 
radioactivity  was  actually  much  larger  than  publicly  indicated,  reaching  a 
radius  of  at  least  1,000  km. 

A  second  reaction  focused  on  the  problems  of  long-term  low-level  radia¬ 
tion  and  the  difficulty  of  disposing  of  radioactive  waste,  problems  the  ex¬ 
perts  had  tended  to  downplay  in  their  pre-Chernobyl  discussion  about  the 
value  of  nuclear  energy.  They  were  now  much  less  sanguine  about  waste 
disposal  and  indeed  wondered  whether  in  a  country  like  Yugoslavia  there 
was  a  solution.  The  third  reaction  called  into  question  the  whole  issue  of 
nuclear  safety,  its  cost  and  guarantees.  The  fact  that  human  error  was  the 
cause  of  the  accident  made  a  great  impression  on  them.  Yugoslavia,  they 
argued,  was  essentially  an  underdeveloped  country  with  little  experience  in 
advanced  technologies.  The  Soviet  Union  might  be  at  a  slightly  higher 
industrial  level,  but  the  confusion  and  improper  evaluation  that  attended 
the  accident  indicated  a  population  unfamiliar  with  technology,  unused  to 
assessing  the  degree  of  seriousness  of  technological  failures  and  of  dealing 
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with  them  correctly  when  they  occurred.  “Can  you  imagine,”  one  scientist 
asked,  “what  would  happen  in  our  nuclear  plant  if  three  of  its  technicians 
came  drunk  to  the  job?  We  have  no  experience  in  dealing  with  problems  of 
this  nature.  And  our  plant  is  in  Croatia.  What  if  it  were  in  Kosovo?”  In  his 
view,  there  were  very  special  “clouds”  hanging  over  nuclear  power  for 
developing  countries.  The  Soviet  difficulties  in  mastering  the  catastrophe 
made  it  imperative  for  any  nation  desiring  to  acquire  nuclear  power  to  have 
the  technical  and  administrative  potential  permitting  it  to  face  an  event 
that  by  its  very  nature  was  unforeseeable.  One  drunk,  one  misjudgment, 
and— catastrophe.  Only  the  advanced  industrial  states  had  the  technologi¬ 
cal  foundation  and  infrastructure  to  handle  a  crisis  of  such  proportions.24 

Pessimism  about  Yugoslavia’s  ability  to  handle  nuclear  power  safely 
was  combined  with  doubts  about  the  technical  possibility  of  guaranteeing 
safety.  The  skyrocketing  costs  of  the  construction  of  nuclear  power  plants 
in  the  United  States  did  not  offer  much  hope  to  a  poor  country.  Indeed, 
costs  to  assure  safety  had  risen  so  much  in  America  that  nuclear  power 
had  lost  its  competitive  edge  with  conventional  forms  of  energy.  If  safety  at 
any  price  were  the  rule  in  Yugoslavia,  it  would  spell  the  end  of  domestic 
nuclear  power  production.  Perhaps  that  would  be  for  the  best.  The  West 
Germans  were  pouring  billions  of  marks  into  filters  for  coal-powered 
plants.  Yugoslavia  was  rich  in  coal,  and  the  solution  might  lie  there. 

Added  to  the  fears  of  the  population  and  the  skepticism  of  the  nuclear 
experts  are  the  now  serious  reservations  of  the  politicians.  The  cancellation 
of  “Prevlaka”  proved  that  Chernobyl  had  cast  its  long  shadow  over  the 
wisdom  of  the  earlier  decision.  In  a  very  well-reasoned  paper  before  the 
Serbian  Skupstina,  Dusan  Ckrebic,  former  chairman  of  the  Serbian  Presi¬ 
dency,  warned  about  the  divisiveness  in  seeing  the  nuclear  power  issue  as 
one  of  pro  or  con.  Yugoslavia’s  energy  problem  was  not  a  pro/con  matter. 
Before  coming  to  a  decision,  the  country  needed  to  give  serious  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  role  of  the  human  factor  in  nuclear  technology.  Nuclear  power 
was  not  synonymous  with  the  atomic  bomb,  but  its  misuse  entailed  social 
consequences  that  made  it  a  “latent  ecological  bomb.”  A  more  immediate 
ecological  problem  closely  tied  to  the  energy  question  was  water  conserva¬ 
tion.  This  was  a  time  bomb  waiting  to  explode  in  the  very  near  future,  and 
decisions  on  appropriate  forms  of  energy  would  have  to  be  made  within 
the  strict  confines  of  limiting  water  consumption  and  pollution.  Yugoslavs 
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thus  had  to  make  a  sober  evaluation  of  their  energy  “account.”  A  decision 
to  build  four  nuclear  plants  required  “serious  study”  on  the  basis  of  eco¬ 
nomic  rationality.  Current  prices  for  electric  energy  were  uneconomical, 
encouraging  rather  then  inhibiting  energy  consumption.  More  important, 
the  “logic  of  the  closed  economies  of  the  republics  and  provinces  created 
energy  needs  and  costs  that  could  not  be  covered  in  any  way,  either  with  or 
without  nuclear  power.”  In  his  conclusion,  Ckrebic  carefully  sidestepped 
the  nuclear  energy  issue  and  called  for  more  economical  energy  prices, 
more  rational  energy  consumption,  investment  in  profit-making  forms  of 
electrical  energy,  and  the  exploitation  of  all  economically  feasible  domestic 
resources.25 

As  in  the  Soviet  case,  Chernobyl  highlighted  the  problems  inherent  in 
environmental  management  in  the  Yugoslav  “hydra.”  Prior  to  the  accident, 
the  studied  opinions  of  experts  and  1 20,000  signatures  could  not  override 
the  special  relationship  between  the  powerful  electric  power  industry,  insis¬ 
tent  republican  party  and  government  authorities,  and  the  weak  federal 
government.  The  contract  was  signed  for  four  reactors.  Chernobyl  showed 
the  stresses  in  the  system,  and  thoughtful  men  were  quick  to  point  them 
out.  The  new  federal  government  contains  twelve  university-educated  men, 
more  than  in  any  previous  body.  Yet  it  is  far  from  certain  they  will  be  more 
willing  to  listen  to  the  scientists  than  their  predecessors  were.  Republican 
autonomy  is  pulling  the  country  apart,  and  the  population  is  becoming 
increasingly  dissatisfied  with  the  100  percent  inflation.  Politics  not  eco¬ 
nomics  has  priority.  Those  at  the  top  show  no  inclination  to  step  down.  To 
remain  at  the  top,  they  continue  to  adhere  to  the  old  familiar  political 
game  rather  than  seek  risky  change.  The  nuclear  power  issue  may  have 
spawned  a  local  demonstration  and  a  successful  nationwide  effort  in  signa¬ 
ture  collection.  But  neither  the  lcy  nor  Slovenia  would  appear  to  be  the 
appropriate  entities  to  forge  a  national  environmental  movement.  The  lcy 
is  hardly  the  right  forum  for  environmental  consciousness-raising,  and  the 
capitol  of  the  most  economically  advanced  republic  was  the  only  place 
where  the  protest  demonstrations  occurred.  There  were  no  similar  demon¬ 
strations  in  Croatia  where  the  country’s  nuclear  power  plant  is  located.  As 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  Chernobyl  showed  the  cracks  in  the  system  and  raised 
questions  about  its  ability  to  handle  environmental  matters.  But  the  system 
goes  on  as  before. 
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Chernobyl  was  not  just  a  case  of  an  accident  bound  to  happen.  The  way 
it  started  and  the  way  it  unfolded  were  products  of  the  Soviet  system,  just 
as  the  Yugoslav  reaction  was  born  of  the  logic  of  the  “hydra.”  No  nuclear 
accident  in  the  West  has  taken  lives  or  scattered  radiation  over  such  an 
enormous  area.  Significantly,  young  Croatians  told  me  that  the  demon¬ 
stration  in  Ljubljana  was  as  much  a  demonstration  against  “the  system”  as 
against  nuclear  power,  confirming  a  basic  fear  of  communist  leaderships 
that  the  free  expression  of  opinion  will  always  be  used  against  them. 
Assuredly,  Chernobyl  will  hasten  Soviet  efforts  to  make  the  command 
regulatory  structure  in  environmental  matters  more  responsive  and  respon¬ 
sible,  but  the  prognosis  is  not  optimistic.  In  both  countries,  politics  and 
political  will  dominate  all  other  considerations.  The  lesson  of  Chernobyl  is 
not  “Away  with  technology.  There  but  for  the  luck  of  the  dice  go  I.”  The 
lesson  is  that  technology  is  only  as  reliable  as  the  systems  devised  to 
manage  it  and  the  human  beings  who  run  them. 
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Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Constitutional  bases 

1977 

ss  su 

Articles  4,  10,  11,  16,  18, 
26,  28,  29,42,  67,  73,  131, 
147 

General 

1956-1963 

SS  UR 

General  environmental 
laws  passed  by  all  the 
union  republics 

1961 

ss  su 

Article  21,  state  ownership 
of  state  property,  natural 

resources 

1964 

SS  RSFSR 

Article  95,  state  ownership 
of  natural  resources 

1967 

CM  SU 

Duty  of  ministry  to 
protect  environment 

1972 

ss  su 

Resolution  to  strengthen 
ep  and  enr 

1972 

CM  SU 

Specific  implementing 
instructions  to  above 

1973 

CM  SU 

Outlines  role  of  militia  in 

EP 

1973 

CM  SU 

Outlines  role  of  state  arbi¬ 
tration  in  ep 

1973 

CM  SU 

Outlines  role  of  State 
Sanitary  Inspection  fines 
in  ep 

1974 

CM  SU 

Outlines  role  of  People’s 
Druzhiny  in  ep 

1975 

CM  SU 

Resolution  for  scientific- 
production  units  to  realize 

ep  measures 

1976 

CM  SU 

Instructions  on  settlement 

of  conflict  in  ep 

1977 

SC  SU 

Resolution  on  court  ep 
practice 

1978 

CM  SU 

Additional  measures  to 
strengthen  ep  and  enr 

1981 

CM  SU 

ep  Inspection  system  set 
up  in  Defense  Ministry 

Air 

1949 

CM  SU 

First  air  pollution 

measures 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Air  (coni.) 

1969 

ss  su 

Fundamental  Public  Law; 
includes  air  pollution 
provisions 

1972 

CM  su 

Resolution  on  noise 

control  in  inhabited  areas 

1972 

CM  su 

Chief  Administration 
Hydromet  established 

1973 

CM  SU 

Resolution  on  noise 

control  in  industrial  enter¬ 
prises,  towns,  and  popu¬ 
lated  areas 

1973 

CM  SU 

State  Hygienic  and 
Epidemiological  Inspec¬ 
tion  (ses)  established 

1974 

CM  SU 

State  Inspection  for 

Control  of  Gas-Cleaning 
and  Dust-catching 
equipment  established 

1978 

CM  SU 

Hydromet  becomes  a  state 

committee, 

Goskomgidromet 

1980 

ss  su 

Fundamental  Law  on  Air 
Pollution  Control  (noise 
included) 

Water 

1937 

CPK  SU 

First  sanitary  water 
provisions 

1959 

CM  SU 

Strengthens  state  control 
over  use  of  underground 
water 

1960 

CM  SU 

Provides  for  regulated  use 
and  protection  of  water 

resources 

1960 

SS  RSFSR 

Article  223,  Criminal 

Code,  on  criminal  liability 
for  breaking  wpc  laws  and 
regulations;  extended  to 
oceans,  1974 

1963 

PSS  RFSFR 

Establishes  fines  for 
violating  laws 

1963 

CM  RSFSR 

Measures  for  ending 

pollution  of  Moskva  River 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Water  (coni.) 

1963 

CM  RSFSR 

Measures  for  ending 
pollution  in  Ob-lrtysh 
basin 

1968 

CM  RSFSR 

Measures  for  preventing 
pollution  of  the  Caspian 

Sea 

1968 

CM  SU 

Role  of  MinFish  in  water 
pollution  control  (wpc) 

1969 

CM  SU 

Measures  for  protection 
and  use  of  Lake  Baikal 

1969 

CM  SU 

Role  of  MinEnerg  in  wpc 

1969 

CM  SU 

Role  of  Mincell  (Paper 
Industry)  in  wpc 

1969 

CM  SU 

Role  of  MinFor  and 

Lumber  in  wpc 

1970 

SS  SU 

Fundamental  Law  on 

Water  Pollution  Control 

1971 

CM  SU 

Role  of  Minvodkhoz  in 
erosion  and  river  basin 

control 

1972 

SS  RSFSR 

Water  Code  of  rsfsr 

1972 

CM  SU 

Additional  jurisdiction 
given  to  Minvodkhoz 

1972 

CM  SU 

Measures  for  preventing 
sewage  pollution  of  Volga 
and  Ural  River  basins 

1973 

CM  RSFSR 

On  strengthening  state 
organs  in  regulating  use 
and  protection  of  water  in 

RSFSR 

1974 

MVKh  RSFSR 

On  the  basin  administra¬ 
tion  of  Minvodkhoz  for 
water  use  and  protection 
in  the  rsfsr 

1974 

CM  RSFSR 

wpc  and  ep  in  Seleger 

Lake  basin 

1974 

CM  RSFSR 

On  procedure  for  estab¬ 
lishing  water  objects  as 
natural  monuments 

1974 

MVKh  and 

Minzdrav  and 
Minryb  su 

Rules  of  protection  of 
surface  waters  from 
sewage  pollution 
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Environmental  area  Year 

Agent 

Description 

Water  (coni.) 

1974 

CM  SU 

On  strengthening  the  fight 
against  sea  pollution 

1974 

MVKh, 
Minmorflot, 
Minryb  and 
Mingrzha  su 

Instructions  on  informing 
captains  when  breaking 
anti-ocean-pollution  laws 

1975 

MVKh, 
Minmorflot, 
Minryb  su 

Rules  for  registering 
operations  with  oil,  and  oil 
products  in  ocean  transit 

1975 

CM  SU 

State  record  of  water  use 
established 

1975 

CM  RSFSR 

Reserve  created  in  north 
part  of  Caspian  Sea 

1976 

CM  SU 

Methodology  to  develop 
plan  for  complex  water 

use 

1976 

CM  RSFSR 

Methodology  to  develop 
plan  for  complex  water 

use 

1976 

CM  SU 

Regulations  for  forbidding 
water  use  of  water  objects 
of  state,  scientific,  or  cul¬ 
tural  value 

1977 

CM  SU 

Regulations  for  estab¬ 
lishing  water  inventory 

1977 

CM  SU 

Regulations  on  agreement 
and  issue  of  special  water 
use  permits 

1977 

CM  RSFSR 

Regulations  on  agreement 
and  issue  of  special  water 
use  permits 

Land  and  soil 

1960 

SS  RSFSR 

Article  199,  Criminal 

Code,  on  criminal  liability 
for  breaking  laws  on  lr 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

Instructions  on  withdrawal 
of  land  for  roadways 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

On  parcels  ceded  to  water 
authorities  for  special 
purposes 

1965 

CM  SU 

On  increasing  role  of 
Minsel  in  management  of 
kolkhoz  and  sovkhoz 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Land  and  soil  ( corn .) 

1966 

CM  su 

On  massive  development 
of  land  reclamation  for 
increasing  agricultural 
yields. 

1967 

CM  su 

Antierosion  measures 

1967 

CM  RSFSR 

Antierosion  measures 

1968 

ss  su 

Fundamental  Land  Law 

1970 

SS  RSFSR 

Land  Code 

1970 

PSS  SU 

Administrative  liability  for 
breaking  land  laws 

1970 

CM  SU 

State  control  over  land  use 

1971 

CM  RSFSR 

Establishment  of  All- 

Russian  Kolkhoz  Council 

1972 

CM  RSFSR 

On  questions  of  land  use 

1973 

CM  RSFSR 

Role  of  Minsel  in  soil 
protection 

1974 

Minsel  su 

Procurator 

su 

Instructions  on  ensuring 
state  control  over  use  of 
land  by  Minsel  construc¬ 
tion  service 

1974 

CM  SU 

On  payment  of  damages 
and  loss  of  agricultural 
production  when  land  is 
withdrawn  from  kolkhoz 

for  state  and  other 

purposes 

1974 

CM  RSFSR 

On  questions  of  land  use 
when  withdrawn  for  state 
or  societal  purposes 

1975 

CM  RSFSR 

On  improving  organiza¬ 
tion  of  fulfillment  and 
increasing  of  quality  of 
design  research  in  orga¬ 
nization  of  land 
exploitation 

1975 

Minsel, 

Minfin, 

Minivst  su 

Instructions  on  payment 
of  damages  for  temporary 
withdrawal  of  land  parcels 
and  loss  of  agricultural 
production  for  nonagri- 
cultural  purposes 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Land  and  soil  ( cont .) 

1975 

CM  su 

Measures  to  improve 
antierosion  work 

1976 

CM  su 

Land  reclamation,  protec¬ 
tion  and  rational  use  on 
mining  locations 

1977 

Minsel  su 

Instructions  for  transfer  of 
reclaimed  land  from 
mining  operations  to  other 
organizations 

1977 

CM  SU 

Establishment  of  land 
inventory 

1977 

CM  RSFSR 

Establishment  of  land 
inventory 

Underground 

1960 

SS  RSFSR 

Article  167,  Criminal 

Code,  on  criminal  liability 
for  breaking  relevant 
environmental  laws 

1966 

CM  RSFSR 

Measures  to  prevent 
unauthorized  construction 
on  areas  in  fields  of 
generally  used  natural 

resources 

1966 

CM  RSFSR 

Instructions  on  procedure 
for  permitting  erection  of 
enterprises,  towns, 
villages,  structures,  water- 
lines,  and  other  objects  on 
orebeds.  Procedure  for 
reviewing  applications  for 
land  withdrawal  for  state, 
social,  and  other  needs 

1968 

CM  SU 

Establishment  of  State 
Inspection  Committee  for 
work  safety  in  mining 
industry 

1968 

CM  SU 

Role  of  Coal  Ministry  in 
protection  of  underground 
resources  (pur) 

1968 

CM  SU 

Role  of  Ministry  of 

Ferrous  Metallurgy  in 

PUR 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Underground  (cont.) 

1968 

CM  su 

Role  of  Ministry  of  Non- 
Ferrous  Metallurgy  in 

PUR 

1968 

CM  su 

Role  of  Oil  Extracting 
Ministry  in  pur 

1968 

CM  su 

Role  of  Ministry  of 

Geology  in  pur 

1969 

CM  RSFSR 

Role  of  MinGeoRSFSR  in 

PUR 

1972 

CM  SU 

Establishment  of  State 
Committee  for  Mineral 
Deposit  Reserves 

1975 

CM  SU 

Model  constitution  for 
prospectors’  artel 

1975 

SS  SU 

On  measures  to  further 
strengthen  protection  of 
underground  resources 
and  improve  their 
exploitation 

1975 

SS  SU 

Fundamental  Under¬ 
ground  Resources  Law 

1976 

SS  RSFSR 

rsfsr  Underground 
Resources  Code 

Forests  and  flora 

1947 

CM  SU 

Regulations  on  cutting  of 
hay  and  pasturing  on  state 
forest  land 

1950 

CM  SU 

Role  of  Ministry  of 

Forestry  in  protecting 
forests  and  establishment 
of  State  Forest  Protection 
Service 

1955 

CM  SU 

Logging  regulations  for 
state  forests 

1959 

CM  RSFSR 

On  strengthening  fight 
against  forest  fires 

I960 

SS  RSFSR 

Articles  98,  99,  168,  169, 
rsfsr  Criminal  Code,  on 
criminal  liability  for 
breaking  forestry  laws 

1966 

CM  RSFSR 

On  improving  manage¬ 
ment  of  cedar  forests 
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Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Forests  and  flora  (corn.) 

1968 

CM  su 

On  management  of  forests 
on  collective  farms 

1968 

CM  su 

On  procedure  and  scope 
of  material  liability  for 
damages  to  forest 
economy 

1968 

CM  RSFSR 

Establishment  of  tariff  for 
calculation  of  size  of 
damage  caused  to  forest 
economy 

1969 

CM  RSFSR 

Procedure  for  creation  of 
oblast,  kraj,  republican 
(assr)  interkolkhoz 
forests 

1969 

CM  SU 

Role  of  Ministry  of  Forest 
and  Woodworking 

Industry  in  forest 
protection 

1969 

CM  SU 

Establishment  of  State 
Forestry  Committee  (scf) 

1970 

SC  SU 

On  court  practice  in 
matters  of  breaking 
forestry  laws,  revised  from 
1969 

1971 

CM  SU 

Regulations  for  forest  fire 
security 

1971 

PSS  SU 

On  strengthening 
administrative  liability  for 
breaking  forest  fire 
security  regulations 

1971 

CM  RSFSR 

Role  of  Ministry  of 
Forestry',  rsfsr,  in  forest 
protection 

1973 

CM  RSFSR 

Role  of  Minsel  in  forest 
protection 

1973 

CM  RSFSR 

On  strengthening  material 
liability  for  damage  caused 
to  forest  economy 

1976 

SCF  SU 

Job  descriptions  of  state 
forest  workers  in  state 
forest  protection  service 

1977 

ss  su 

Fundamental  Forestry 

Law 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Wild  animals 

1955 

CM  RSFSR 

Establishment  of  Chief 

Administration  of 

Elunting  Economy  and 
Preserves  of  the  rsfsr  cm 

1956 

CM  RSFSR 

Organization  of  local 
organs  of  this  chief 
administration 

1956 

CM  RSFSR 

On  measures  to  protect 
Arctic  animals 

1958 

CM  RSFSR 

On  measures  to  improve 
condition  of  hunting 
economy 

1958 

CM  SU 

On  measures  to  improve 
operation  of  hunting 
economy 

1958 

CM  RSFSR 

On  measures  to  improve 
operation  of  hunting 
economy  of  rsfsr 

1960 

CM  RSFSR 

Legal  description  of 
hunting  and  hunting 
economy 

1960 

CM  RSFSR 

Article  166,  rsfsr 

Criminal  Code,  estab¬ 
lishing  criminal  liability 
for  illegal  hunting  and  sale 
of  wild  animals 

1961 

CM  RSFSR 

Regulations  for  spring 
wild  bird  hunting 

1961 

CM  RSFSR 

Regulations  for  hunting 
sable 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

On  improving  manage¬ 
ment  of  rsfsr  fur  industry 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

Gives  additional  powers  to 
rsfsr  Chief  Hunting  and 
Reserve  Administration  in 
fish,  game,  and  peltry 
management 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

Regulation  for  shooting 
wild  northern  deer 

1965 

CAH&NR 

RSFSR 

Establishment  of  public 
hunting  inspection  organ 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

• 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Wild  animals  ( com .) 

1965 

CM  RSFSR 

Measures  to  improve 
operation  of  hunting 
economy  and  raise  its 
obligations 

1967 

CM  RSFSR 

On  the  periods  for 
shooting  muskrat 

1969 

CAH&NR 

RSFSR 

Instructions  for  procedure 
in  paying  bonuses  and 
rewards  for  good  behavior 
in  hunting  inspection 
service 

1971 

CM  RSFSR 

Regulations  for  hunting 
wild  hooved  animals 
required 

1971 

CAH&NR 

RSFSR 

Instructions  on  issuing 
permits  for  hunting  wild 
hooved  animals  on  terri¬ 
tory  of  RSFSR 

1972 

CM  SU 

Measures  for 
strengthening  fight  with 
hunting  regulation 
violators 

1972 

PSS  SU 

On  procedure  for  fining 
hunting  regulation 
violators 

1973 

CM  RSFSR 

Additional  measures 
against  hunting  regulation 
violators 

1974 

CAH&NR 

RSFSR 

Model  Hunting 

Regulations 

1974 

CAH&NR 

RSFSR 

Constitution  of  Hunters 
and  Fishermen's  Society 

of  RSFSR 

1974 

Minsel 

SU 

Establishment  of  Red « 
Book  for  endangered 
species 

1975 

CM  SU 

On  implementing  Soviet- 
Japanese  Convention  on 
Protection  of  Endangered 
Migratory  Birds 

1975 

CM  SU 

On  protection  of  endan¬ 
gered  migratory  birds  and 
their  habitat 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area  Year 

Agent 

Description 

Wild  animals  (cont.) 

1975 

CM  RSFSR 

On  strengthening  protec¬ 
tion  of  rare  animals 

1975 

CM  SU 

Measures  to  implement 
Agreement  on  Protection 
of  White  Bear 

1975 

CM  SU 

Measures  to  implement 
Convention  on  water  and 
swamp  areas  having  inter¬ 
national  significance, 
especially  as  habitat  for 
water  birds 

1981 

SS  SU 

Fundamental  Law  on  Pro¬ 
tection  of  Wild  Animals 

Zapovedniki 

1961 

CM  SU 

Confirms  establishment  of 
network  of  state  reserves 
and  hunting  preserves 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

Confirms  establishment  of 
state  reserves  and  hunting 
preserves  under  cah&nr 

Fish 

1958 

CM  SU 

On  the  reproduction  and 
protection  of  fish  in  the 
inland  waterways  of  the 
USSR 

1960 

SS  RSFSR 

Articles  163,  164,  165  of 
criminal  code  establishing 
liability  for  breaking  of 
fishing  laws 

1960 

CM  SU 

Protection  of  fishing 
industry  in  Soviet  terri¬ 
torial  waters 

1960 

CM  SU 

Establishment  of  veteri¬ 
nary  inspection  over 
fishing  industry  waters 

1964 

PSS  SU 

On  strengthening 
administrative  liability 
over  breaking  fishing  and 
fish  protection  regulations 

1965 

Glavryb 

vod 

On  taking  away  violators’ 
fishing  tackle 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area  Year 

Agent 

Description 

1965 

Glavrybvod 

su 

Instructions  on  organiza¬ 
tion  and  activity  of 
councils  of  public  fish 
protection  organization  in 
basins'  administration  for 
protection  and  reproduc¬ 
tion  of  fish,  and  where 
fishing  under  surveillance 
by  fish  protection 

1966 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Rules  for  production  of 
sea  plants  and  shellfish  in 
Soviet  waters 

1966 

Minrybkhoz 

Establishment  of  chief 
administration  for  protec¬ 
tion  and  reproduction  of 
fish  under  Minry  bkhoz 

1967 

Glavrybvod 

su 

Instruction  s  on  organiza¬ 
tion  and  activities  of 
public  fish  protection 
service 

1967 

Glavrybvod 

su 

Instructions  on  procedure 
for  composing  judicial 
protocol,  taking  into 
account  fishing  gear, 
nature  of  waterway,  and 
fish 

1967 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Method  of  calculating 
damage  to  fishing 
economy  by  violators  of 
fishing  and  fish  protection 
regulations 

1968 

CM  su 

Reconfirms  role  of 
Minrybkhoz  su  in  fish 
production  and  protection 

1969 

CM  su 

Measures  for 
strengthening  fish  protec¬ 
tion  in  Soviet  waters 

1970 

Glavrybvod 

su 

Procedure  for  changing 
periods  for  fishing 

1970 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Constitution  of  Fish 
Protection  Service 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area  Year 

Agent 

Description 

1970 

Glavrybvod 

su 

Model  proposition  for 
basin  administration  for 
fish  protection  and  repro¬ 
duction,  and  regulation  of 
fishing 

1971 

Glavrybvod 

su 

Rights  of  basin  adminis¬ 
tration  and  Fish  Protec¬ 
tion  Service 

1972 

Minsel, 

Minrybkhoz 

Minvodkhoz 

su 

Measures  for  preventing 
fall  of  poisonous  chemicals 
into  Soviet  waters 

1973 

CM  RSFSR 

Confirms  inventory  of  all 
republic  waterways  where 
spawning  places  of  salmon 
and  sturgeon  exist 

1974 

CM  RSFSR 

Addition  of  waterways  to 
above  inventory  where 
salmon  and  sturgeon 
spawn 

1974 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Instructions  on  methods  of 
sealskin  production  and 
seal  raising  on  state  and 
collective  farms 

1974 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Method  of  calculating 
damage  to  fishing  industry 
by  violators  of  fishing 
regulations 

1974 

CM  SU 

On  strengthening  protec¬ 
tion  of  valuable  fish,  sea 
mammals,  and  shellfish  in 
Soviet  waters 

1975 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Method  of  catching 
dolphins  for  scientific 
research  purposes 

1975 

CM  RSFSR 

On  the  setting  of  a  tariff 
for  calculating  size  of 
damage  by  violator  of  laws 
regulating  fishing  and 
valuable  fish  in  the  fishery 
waters  of  the  oblasts  and 
autonomous  republics 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area 

Year 

Agent 

Description 

Fish  (com.) 

1975 

Minrybkhoz 

SU 

Rules  for  protection  and 
hunting  of  sea  mammals 

1976 

CM  su 

Establishment  of  flood 
zones  around  reservoirs  in 

connection  with  construc¬ 
tion  of  hydroelectric 
stations 

1976 

CM  su 

Regulations  for  sport  and 
amateur  fishing 

1977 

Minrybkhoz 

su 

Model  Regulations  for 
catching  valuable  fish  with 
a  license 

1977 

CM  su 

On  protection  of  fish  and 
other  living  resources  in 
Soviet  offshore  waters 

1977 

PSS  su 

Method  of  implementing 

Presidium  Order  7  on 
Temporary  Measures  to 
protect  fish  and  other 
living  resources  in  Soviet 
offshore  waters 


1977 

CM  SU 

Procedure  for  calculating 
damage  to  fish  and  other 
living  resources  in  Soviet 
seas  and  offshore  waters 

Human  environment 

1962 

CM  RSFSR 

Regulating  cleanliness  on 
Black  Sea  beaches 

1968 

CM  RSFSR 

On  role  of  kolkhozy  in  ep 

1969 

SS  SU 

Fundamental  health  law 
gives  Minzdrav  oversight 
of  environment  in 
inhabited  areas 

1971 

PSS  SU 

Role  of  urban  soviets  in  ep 

1971 

PSS  SU 

Role  of  raion  soviets  in  ep 

1972 

SS  RSFSR 

Law  on  local  soviets  pro¬ 
vides  for  administrative  ep 
in  their  areas 

1973 

CM  SU 

Gives  sanitary  inspection 

service  authority  to 
monitor  ep  for  damage  to 
human  health 
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Appendix  1  ( continued ) 

Environmental  area  Year 

Agent 

Description 

Human  1973 

environment  ( cont .) 

CM  su 

Establishment  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  each  level  of  Soviet 

administration  in  moni¬ 
toring  ep  in  health  resorts 

Source:  Blinov,  Sbornik  normativnykh  aktov,  and  published  laws  and  regulations  found  in  the 


Soviet  press 

since  that  date. 

CAH&NR 

Chief  Administration  for 

Minrybkhoz 

Ministry  of  Fish  Industry 

Game  Management  and 

Minsel 

Ministry  of  Agriculture 

Nature  Reserves 

Minzdrav 

Ministry  of  Health 

CM 

Council  of  Ministers 

MVKh 

Ministry  of  Land  Reclamation 

CPK 

Central  Executive  Committee 

and  Water  Management 

of  People’s  Commissars 

(Minvodkhoz) 

EP 

Environmental  Protection 

p 

Presidium 

Glavrybvod 

Chief  Administration  for  Fish 

RSFSR 

Russian  Soviet  Federated 

Management 

Socialist  Republic 

Minfin 

Ministry  of  Finance 

sc 

Supreme  Court 

Mingrzha 

Ministry  of  Civil  Aviation 

SFC 

State  Forestry  Committee 

Miniust 

Ministry  of  Justice 

SS 

Supreme  Soviet 

Minmorflot 

Maritime  Fleet  Ministry 

SU 

USSR 
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SFRY 

Bosnia-Herzegovina 

Croatia 

General  laws 

Associated  labor 

53/76 

— 

— 

National  defense 

22/74 

3/70 

15/76 

Agricultural  land 

Agricultural  land 

25/65 

33/75 

S 

Erosion  and  flood  control 

— 

— 

25/60 

Forests,  Plants,  and 

Animal  World 

Forests 

26/65 

38/71 

19/67 

Hunting 

16/65 

36/71 

25/76 

Marine  fishing 

10/65 

S 

11/73 

Freshwater  fishing 

— 

38/68 

14/73 

Water 

Seacoast 

2/74 

— 

— 

Water 

— 

36/75 

53/74 

Water  classification 

— 

42/67 

2/69 

Water  tax 

— 

36/75 

53/74 

Air  and  water 

Air  pollution  control 

30/65 

— 

S 

Territorial  management 

— 

13/74 

— 

Nature  areas  and 

natural  wonders 

Nature  protection 

— 

4/65 

54/76 

Territorial  management 

— 

13/74 

— 

Historical  entities 

and  monuments 

Protection  of  cultural 

12/65 

31/65 

7/67 

management 

Territorial  management 

— 

13/74 

— 

Urban  and  rural  settlements 

Urban  order 

— 

33/75 

8/59 

Territorial  management 

— 

13/74 

14/73 

Determination  of 

5/68 

24/68 

30/68 

city  land 

Expropriation 

11/68 

35/72 

S 

Administration  of 

— 

13/74 

14/73 

urban  land 

Taxes  for  the  use  of 

51/67 

13/74 

14/73 

urban  land 

Sale  of  urban  land 

43/65 

S 

S 

and  buildings 
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Macedonia  Montenegro  Slovenia  Serbia  Kosovo  Vojvodina 


12/76 

40/76 

20/74 

5/73 

15/73 

47/73 

47/73 

20/74 

41/73 

24/73 

5/59 

17/74 

47/73 

10/73 

45/72 

36/75 


15/75 

S 

27/60 


29/72 

17/73 

14/73 

39/76 


22/74 

17/68 

22/74 

S 


36/77 


36/60 


8/59 

18/68 

23/72 

4/73 

4/73 

27/75 


13/76 

26/73 

16/74 

25/76 

25/76 

25/76 

16/74 

16/74 

13/75 

7/70 

SR 

1/59 

S 

22/72 

22/72 

7/77 

19/76 


27/76 

47/74 

19/74 

51/76 

8/76 

33/75 

5/68 

33/75 

8/73 

50/75 

28/77 

28/77 

10/59 

32/68 

22/73 

32/75 

32/75 

15/74 


R 

53/75 

12/73 

22/73 

8/75 

30/76 

R 

30/76 

R 

44/76 

S 

R 

25/73 

44/76 

37/77 

18/75 


R 

27/72 

29/75 

29/71 

18/76 

24/77 

R 

24/77 

R 

10/74 

11/74 

R 

10/71 

27/72 

15/76 

16/78 

1/75 
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Appendix  2  ( Continued ) 


SFRY 

Bosnia-Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Residences 

Housing  relations 

30/74 

33/76 

Measures  for  housing 

60/70 

13/74 

32/77 

construction 

Infrastructure 

Public  roads 

27/65 

30/74 

53/74 

Railroads 

9/65 

22/76 

19/74 

Coastal  and  inland 

22/77 

— 

— 

navigation 

Ports  and  harbors 

2/68 

20/72 

19/74 

Airline  terminals 

— 

12/74 

31/73 

Foundations  of 

24/74 

— 

— 

communications  system 

Water  improvement 

_ 

_ 

25/60 

system 

Planning  and  construction 

Urban  and  territorial 

13/74 

14/73 

planning  (and  administration) 
Land  registry 

16/73 

16/74 

Water  and  water 

— 

21/77 

44/73 

objects  registry 

Planning  and 

_ 

13/74 

20/75 

construction 

Standardization 

38/77 

— 

— 

Note:  R:  Appropriate  republican  law  applies.  S:  Appropriate  federal  law  applies. 
Source:  Pp.  123-24  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 
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Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

36/73 

4/74 

18/74 

29/73 

26/73 

19/74 

S 

40/75 

5/72 

52/74 

53/75 

10/75 

35/67 

30/74 

51/71 

32/75 

43/74 

7/74 

S 

27/75 

S 

32/75 

R 

R 

45/73 

S 

S 

27/77 

R 

1/78 

47/73 

S 

s 

28/75 

27/76 

— 

42/61 

27/60 

— 

31/65 

R 

— 

15/73 

23/76 

16/67 

19/74 

37/71 

1/76 

34/72 

34/74 

16/74 

11/76 

12/73 

24/77 

— 

28/77 

26/74 

31/74 

— 

— 

35/73 

36/74 

42/73 

25/73 

39/72 

4/76 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

a.  The  numerical  entry  indicates  the  number  of  the  particular  law  (numerator)  and  the  year  of  its 
enactment  (denominator). 
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Appendix  3  Investment  in  the  Infrastructure,  sfry 
(in  millions  of  dinars  at  current  prices) 


Period 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Roads 

1966-70 

94.3 

17.0 

20.0 

1971-75 

215.7 

49.8 

45.3 

Railroad  tracks 

1966-70 

24.2 

3.3 

2.1 

1971-75 

37.8 

5.1 

2.2 

Ports  and  harbors 

1966-70 

1.5 

0 

0.6 

1971-75 

2.2 

0 

0.7 

Airports 

1966-70 

2.2 

0.3 

1.3 

1971-75 

4.3 

0 

2.2 

Water  management 

1966-70 

32.0 

2.8 

6.7 

1971-75 

49.3 

7.7 

7.3 

Energy  infrastructure 

1966-70 

50.5 

11.0 

10.9 

1971-75 

106.5 

bo 

26.6 

Communal  infrastructure 

1966-70 

39.9 

4.4 

9.9 

1971-75 

96.6 

14.0 

24.5 

Source:  P.  131  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 
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Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia  proper 

Serbia 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

8.2 

7.4 

7.1 

22.7 

4.7 

7.2 

13.7 

10.2 

33.2 

36.3 

7.6 

19.6 

2.4 

2.7 

3.5 

9.2 

0 

1.0 

2.4 

10.7 

4.8 

11.8 

0.1 

0.7 

0 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0 

0.2 

0 

0.9 

0.5 

0 

0 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0 

0.1 

0 

0.1 

0 

0.5 

1.0 

0.5 

0.1 

0.1 

4.1 

0.2 

2.6 

8.9 

0.8 

5.9 

5.1 

0.9 

6.4 

10.5 

1.1 

10.3 

4.1 

0.9 

6.4 

13.7 

0.7 

2.8 

5.9 

7.6 

12.6 

23.1 

5.8 

9.1 

3.6 

0.6 

5.2 

1 1.6 

0.8 

3.8 

5.7 

2.1 

13.4 

26.5 

1.1 

9.3 
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Appendix  4  Share  of  Construction  in  National  Income,  sfry  (percentage) 


Period 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Housing 

1966-70 

4.9 

12.6 

9.7 

1971-75 

10.2 

13.9 

10.7 

Urban  infrastructure 

1966-70 

0.4 

1.1 

0.6 

1971-75 

1.2 

1.7 

0.9 

Economic  construction 

1966-70 

1.9 

3.7 

4.0 

1971-75 

3.7 

5.1 

2.8 

Transportation 

1966-70 

1.4 

4.2 

2.0 

1971-75 

2.1 

3.6 

1.5 

Water 

1966-70 

0.4 

0.3 

0.5 

1971-75 

0.4 

0.6 

0.2 

Energy 

1966-70 

0.4 

3.2 

2.2 

Source:  Pp.  136-37  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 
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Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia  proper 

Serbia 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

10.9 

11.2 

7.3 

11.0 

16.2 

7.3 

8.8 

10.7 

8.7 

10.4 

15.4 

7.3 

1.8 

1.4 

0.7 

0.8 

2.0 

0.7 

1.5 

2.1 

1.2 

1.0 

3.4 

0.7 

6.3 

9.0 

4.2 

3.6 

7.3 

2.2 

4.5 

5.0 

4.2 

2.8 

7.0 

2.8 

8.2 

13.2 

1.4 

3.0 

6.4 

1.8 

2.4 

9.8 

2.2 

1.9 

3.4 

1.6 

1.8 

0.1 

0.2 

0.8 

1.0 

1.2 

0.7 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

0.4 

0.8 

1.8 

9.7 

0.8 

1.2 

0.9 

0.6 
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Appendix  5  Share  of  Individual  Funds  in  Total  Construction,  sfry  (percentage) 


Period 

SFRY 

Bosnia- 

Herzegovina 

Croatia 

Housing  fund 

1966-70 

48.9 

48.0 

48.5 

1971-75 

53.5 

51.8 

60.5 

Urban  infrastructure  fund 

1966-70 

4.3 

4.4 

3.3 

1971-75 

6.0 

6.2 

4.8 

Urban  economic  fund 

1966-70 

19.1 

14.1 

20.1 

1971-75 

18.7 

19.0 

16.2 

Transportation  infrastructure 

1966-70 

13.9 

15.9 

10.1 

1971-75 

11.0 

13.7 

8.6 

Water 

1966-70 

3.7 

2.1 

2.8 

1971-75 

2.1 

1.9 

1.2 

Energy  infrastructure 

1966-70 

5.5 

12.1 

11.1 

1971-75 

4.5 

3.9 

4.5 

Communal  infrastructure 

1966-70 

4.6 

3.3 

4.1 

1971-75 

4.1 

3.5 

4.2 

Source:  Pp.  131-32  of  source  cited  in  table  3.1. 
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Macedonia 

Montenegro 

Slovenia 

Serbia  proper 

Serbia 

Kosovo 

Vojvodina 

40.9 

24.6 

46.9 

51.8 

46.1 

48.8 

45.0 

33.0 

49.7 

57.8 

46.3 

50.2 

6.9 

3.0 

4.3 

3.9 

5.9 

5.3 

8.0 

6.7 

7.3 

5.5 

10.3 

4.8 

14.0 

19.9 

27.2 

16.6 

20.9 

15.0 

22.5 

15.5 

24.0 

15.8 

22.4 

19.6 

18.3 

20.1 

9.2 

14.0 

18.2 

12.5 

12.1 

30.4 

10.5 

9.3 

10.3 

10.6 

6.9 

0.5 

2.2 

3.8 

3.1 

8.7 

3.8 

1.2 

1.7 

2.0 

1.5 

5.3 

6.9 

21.3 

5.6 

5.9 

2.7 

4.1 

4.4 

10.3 

3.3 

4.4 

7.7 

4.7 

6.1 

1.6 

4.5 

5.0 

3.1 

5.6 

4.2 

2.9 

3.5 

5.1 

1.5 

4.8 
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Carbon  dioxide,  levels  of,  1 1 5 
Carrying  capacity  of  regions,  62 
Catalytic  converter:  near  Belgrade,  125 
Cement  plants,  in,  135,  143,  161, 163, 

21 1,  296,  301 

Censorship:  discourages  lay  involvement 
in  environmental  protection,  296;  effect 
of  information  censorship  on  the 
expert,  229-30;  of  environmental 
information,  33, 105,  270,  303;  of 
expert  publications,  234 
Centipede,  22,  34,  49,  65-66,  69, 121,  166, 
21 1 -17,  220-21,  237,  258,  265,  306, 
312,  326 

Central  institutions  in  environmental 
administration:  distribution  of  in 
USSR,  29,  30-31 

Centralization:  and  self-management,  75 
Centralized  pluralism,  22-34,  56,  246, 
317;  compared  with  self-management, 
48 

Chain  of  command:  hierarchical,  133; 

territorial,  24 
Challenger  tragedy,  329 
Chemical(s):  cost  of  pollution  control  to 
c.  industry,  150;  fertilizers,  108,  216; 
industry  investment  in,  93, 113,  116, 

1 19, 144,  232;  pest  and  weed  killers,  1; 
and  petrochemical  industry,  151; 
pollution  of  food,  248,  258;  testing  of, 
216;  toxic,  105;  women  exposed  to,  290 
Chernobyl  accident,  325-31 
Citizen(s):  access  to  policymaking,  32; 
activism  in  residential  areas,  275; 
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Citizens  ( continued ) 

agreement  on  Lake  Ohrid,  188; 
complaints,  32,  90,  300;  education  on 
parks,  269;  exposure  of  Yugoslav 
citizens  to  environmental  information, 
269-70;  initiative  on  Lake  Palic,  185; 
protests  on  Vir  Island,  301; 
recommendations,  300;  value  of  legal 
standard  to,  288-89 
City(ies),  58,  77,  102,  108,  141,  216,  235; 
cost  of  pollution  to,  202-3;  migration 
to,  36, 185;  Moscow,  54,  197;  political 
importance  of,  197;  pollutants  in,  1,  2, 
206;  publish  pollution  data  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  1 1 5;  Siberian,  207.  See  also 
Index  of  Place-Names 
Clean  Air  Act  (U.S.),  54,  292,  311,  316 
Clean  Air  Association,  40,  260 
Clean  Water  Association,  40,  170 
Cleanup:  of  Lake  Palic,  285-86;  of 
Moscow  River,  197;  of  Sava  River, 

195, 197.224 
Clear-cutting,  148 

Coal:  Ekibastuz  coal  region,  206;  mining, 
27,  162-63,  3°°i  Siberian  versus 
Donbas,  203 
Cold  War,  8 

Commitment:  in  implementation  of 
environmental  protection,  209-10;  of 
real  resources,  210-11 
Committees:  all-university  environmental 
committee,  Leningrad  University,  236; 
factory  trade  union,  272,  287;  inter¬ 
branch,  217;  interdepartmental  faculty, 
264;  permanent  legislative,  248 
Common  regulatory  policy,  6,  10,  22, 
49-64 

Commune:  commitment  of  resources  for 
environmental  protection,  183-84, 

209;  responsibility  for  environmental 
implementation,  40,  183-84;  on  Una 
River,  158;  in  Yugoslavia,  36-38,  40, 
44, 47,  74-83,  1 15,  141-43.  178, 
183-84, 281 

Communication(s):  absence  of  inter¬ 


factory,  132;  informal  channels  of, 
235-40;  limited  access  to,  16,  20,  56, 
227-30;  among  experts,  234-40 
Communism:  Yugoslav  path  to,  10 
Communist  party:  Soviet  Union  all-union 
congress,  24,  32.  See  also  Index  of 
Institutions 

Communist  states:  as  one  party,  6, 
122-24,  '59. 168,  172,  212,  306,  322, 
325;  foundation  undermined  by 
autoregulation,  319;  four  system 
features  of,  13-16;  public  concern 
about  environment  in,  2-3,  297-302 
Community(ies):  cost  of  pollution  to, 

200;  of  Lake  Ohrid,  186-87;  mobiliza¬ 
tion  of  environmental  experts,  219, 
239;  public  and  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  in, 278-79 

Compacts,  37-38,  47,  58-59,  119.  308; 
federal  compacts  on  energy,  141 ; 
importance  of  to  environmental  mass 
organizations,  289;  on  Neretva  River, 
209-10;  on  Sava  river,  119, 178, 
209-10;  self-managing  industrial 
compacts,  160;  between  self-managing 
units,  37-38, 47,  58-59, 1 19, 184,  308 
Companies:  electric  power,  129-30, 158, 
163 

Compartmentalization:  of  branches  of 
economy,  61;  bureaucratic,  162;  of 
environmental  legislation,  57; 
exemplified  by  Chernobyl,  329-31;  of 
information,  242;  legislative,  208;  of 
science,  216;  of  Soviet  planning,  136 
Competence:  administrative,  67-68,  88, 
177;  area  of,  57,  92,  108;  of  cctu 
commission,  272;  expert,  246;  legal, 

1 10,  288;  organs  of  branch  compe¬ 
tence,  68;  organs  of  specialized 
competence,  68;  of  Slovak  Society  for 
Defenders  of  Nature,  298 
Competition,  124,  147;  bureaucratic,  163; 
interministerial,  146;  lack  of  expert, 
217;  for  science  siz  funds,  233 
Complaints:  citizen,  32, 47;  about  pollu- 
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tion,  205;  public  complaints  in  press, 
302;  against  violators,  101;  worker,  135 
Compliance,  114,  121,  181,  183;  control 
over,  67;  dates,  147;  enforcement  of, 

31,  126;  lack  of  industrial,  31; 
mandated,  49,  54;  no  monitors  of 
public  compliance,  307;  problem  of, 

66;  and  regulatory  agencies,  13 
Compromise,  88,  156;  and  negotiation,  16 
Computer  models,  development  of,  137 
Comrades  court,  85 
Concentration  of  pollutants:  ambient 
levels  of,  57, 115;  of  oil,  179 
Confederation,  35 

Conference,  5,  102;  on  air  pollution,  117; 
conference  system  of  young 
researchers,  284;  environmental 
conference  in  Soviet  Union,  219-20; 
on  environmental  health,  254;  expert, 
219-20;  Gorani  conference  system, 
282;  legislative  drafting,  246;  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council  annual, 
260;  ministerial,  156;  national  and 
international  environmental,  260; 
participation  in,  234-35;  on  water 
quality,  1 1 9 

Conference  system,  Soviet:  reinforces 
bureaucratic  organization,  220 
Consensus:  among  co-opted  experts,  246; 
electors’  mandate  reflects  public 
consensus,  297;  on  emission  levels,  54; 
on  environmental  goals,  159;  on 
fundamental  values  and  autoregula¬ 
tion,  318-19 

Conservation:  of  agricultural  land,  248; 
environmental,  190;  experts  not 
consulted  on  Tara  Dam,  14-15,  69, 

163,  249;  movement  in  Soviet  Union  in 
1920s,  313;  nature,  169,  170;  resource, 
167,  195,  256;  soil,  69,  168, 190;  water, 
73-75,  100,  169,  173 

Constituency:  local  officials  represent,  204 
Constraint(s):  environmental,  162;  on 
experts,  227-28;  on  expert  influence  in 
Yugoslavia,  220;  on  factory  workers, 


272-73;  impact  of  institutional,  185; 
regulation  as,  10 

Construction:  Soviet  investment  in,  93 
Consultants:  experts  as,  47,  246-49 
Consumer  products:  testing  of,  216 
Contacts:  within  bureaucracies,  270; 
development  of  international  contacts 
among  specialists,  260;  among 
scientists,  196,  234-40 
Contractor:  damage  liability  of,  86 
Contracts:  research  contracts  with  enter¬ 
prises,  232-33;  self-managing  nature 
of,  16,  141,  223-24 

Control:  over  access  to  communications, 
227-30;  over  air  and  water  pollution 
measures,  108;  of  information,  20, 
144-46,  198-99,  205,  243,  304;  and 
monitoring,  44;  of  natural  resources, 
56;  over  organizational  environment, 
199,  205;  public  control  over  nature 
protection  societies,  274;  of  public 
spending,  188-94;  “social”  control  over 
compliance  with  environmental  regu¬ 
lations,  271-75,  288;  strategies  to 
break  control  of  industry,  116-20; 
technique  guidelines,  54,  55 
Control  committee,  people’s,  117 
Control  function:  of  economy,  123-25;  of 
environmental  agencies,  125 
Cooperation  and  coordination:  among 
experts  across  republics,  239-40; 
interinstitute  and  interbranch,  254; 
international  scientific,  226; 
interopstina,  77, 188;  interrepublican, 
77, 178-80;  lack  of,  136,  208 
Cost:  of  clean  technology,  119;  of 

construction  of  treatment  plants,  139, 
153;  in  the  determination  of  environ¬ 
mental  standards,  250;  of  environmen¬ 
tal  controls,  12,  64, 114, 152,  161,  199; 
of  environmental  damage,  86, 148; 
evaluation  of  social  and  public  health 
costs  of  pollution,  200,  258;  of 
implementing  environmental  plans, 
138-39;  of  Lake  Ohrid  sewage  system. 
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Cost  ( continued ) 

186-87;  of  land  reclamation,  112,  149; 
of  pollution  to  regions  and  local 
communities,  200-206;  of  Siberian 
river  diversion,  175;  of  water  pollution 
control,  150-51 

Cost-benefit:  analysis  in  scientific 
environmental  research,  257,  318;  of 
nuclear  power  in  doubt,  334;  tseds  as 
cost-benefit  calculation,  1 14 
Costs  and  benefits:  to  economic  enter¬ 
prises,  147-53;  to  territorial  adminis¬ 
trations,  200-205 

Costs  and  rewards:  for  environmental 
agents,  102-7;  of  public  and  mass 
organizations,  294-97 
Council  of  ministers:  republican,  24,  206, 
216;  USSR,  24-25,  256.  See  also 
Index  of  Institutions 
Councils  on  human  environment  and 
territorial  management:  advisory 
capacity  of,  43;  federal,  59,  230.  See 
also  Index  of  Institutions 
Courts:  and  environmental  cases,  86-87, 
321 

Cover-up  of  environmental  problems,  206 
Credibility,  expert  need  for,  254 
Criminal  codes:  republican,  85,  256 
Criminal  offenses:  against  the  environ¬ 
ment,  85-86 

Crisis:  erosion,  164;  1984  winter  heating 
crisis  in  Yugoslavia,  158;  Yugoslav 
economic,  123-24,  170,  224,  226,  308, 
318 

Critics  of  environmental  policy,  246 
Cross-fertilization:  to  improve  research 
gains,  219 

Culture:  siz  for,  38,  233,  252 
Curriculum:  environmental  education  in, 
263-67;  problems  of  Multidisciplinary 
Center,  University  of  Belgrade,  226 

Dam(s):  construction,  68,  169,  180,  238; 
across  Gulf  of  Finland,  183,  207;  Tara 
River,  118,  158,  195,  197,  239,  241,  243, 
248,  249,  260,  303 


Damage:  agricultural  damage  from 
Chernobyl,  323;  costs  and  payments, 
86,  315;  trade  union  responsibility  for 
damage  by  worker,  287;  types  of 
proposals  for  evaluation  and  reduction 
of,  251-52 

Data  collection:  environmental,  144-46, 
199,  299;  expert  role  in,  253;  of  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council,  277;  in 
the  USSR,  227-28;  in  Yugoslavia, 

230,  250 

Date-certain  principle,  3, 12-13,  49 
Deadlines:  legal,  12;  planning,  191;  public 
debate  on  environment  legitimized, 
219;  reform  in  Yugoslavia,  170 
Debate  over  Siberian  river,  174-75 
Debt:  Yugoslav  foreign,  114,  124,  170,  224 
Decentralization:  of  authority,  44;  of  the 
economy,  125, 128,  147;  financial,  65, 
224;  not  an  issue,  312;  in  USSR,  172; 
in  Yugoslavia,  35,  157,  227,  247 
Decisionmaking,  62;  access  to,  65; 
dispersal  of,  29;  economic  values  in, 

48;  and  environmental  agencies, 
119-20;  of  environmental  councils, 

100;  incremental,  62;  industry  in,  47; 
influence  of  experts  on,  218,  243-44; 
republican  and  local  input  into 
environmental,  207-8;  in  self¬ 
management,  41;  in  USSR,  7,  29,  56; 
in  West  and  East,  14 

Decisions  on  environment:  public  input  in 
Yugoslavia,  286,  300;  Soviet  republics 
not  participants  in,  205 
Deforestation,  185 
Delaying  tactics,  56 

Delegates:  to  environmental  committees, 
91;  to  siz,  39;  to  soviets,  USSR, 

31-32, 154;  system  in  Yugoslavia. 
40-43,  47,  129,  I4U  154.  196,  248.  282 
Delegation  of  implementation  authority, 
USSR,  49 

Delegations:  in  Yugoslav  legislatures,  177 
Demands:  eec  demands  for  compensation 
for  Chernobyl,  325;  of  industry  to 
undertake  environmental  protection. 
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321 ;  military  demands  at  Chernobyl, 
327;  of  peripheral  republics,  203; 
public  demands  for  quality  of  life,  19, 
125, 172,  203,  310;  satisfaction  of 
popular,  125;  for  stricter  enforcement, 
no,  308 

Demonstration.  See  Nuclear  power 

Dependence:  of  environmental  authorities 
on  public  for  goal  achievement,  289, 
292-94 

Deputy:  responsiveness  to  constituents, 
USSR,  32 

Development:  application  of  science  to, 
214,  308;  economic,  37,  40,  61, 103, 
123-24,  167,  172,  184-85,  231,  234, 
238,  261,  294;  industrial,  38,  62,  89, 
126,  208,  320;  in  Kosovo,  90;  multi¬ 
purpose  ( kompleksnyi ),  252;  new 
development  in  Yugoslavia  requires 
environmental  controls,  249;  review  of 
development  projects,  181  -82,  207;  of 
Siberia,  194,  201,  219,  255,  258;  tech¬ 
nological,  52,  91;  urban  development 
in  Yugoslavia,  80, 198,  222 

Dialectic,  49  -50 

Difference:  between  communist  and 
noncommunist  systems,  13-16; 
between  East  and  West,  5,  7,  17;  in 
localities  in  Serbia,  44;  in  structure  of 
policymaking  under  centralized 
pluralism  and  under  self-management, 
48 

Directives:  central,  59;  resource  use,  60 

Disease:  danger  of,  90;  incidence  of 
environmentally  related,  202-4,  250 , 
289-90 

Drafting  of  law,  156-58 

Dual  role  of  Soviet  expert,  259 

Ecology,  50,  174;  landscape,  265;  of 
Siberia,  137,  175,  320;  taught  in 
biology  course,  266 

Economic  chamber:  in  Yugoslav 
republics,  128-29 

Economic  incentive,  321;  in  planning 
process,  253;  progression  adoption  by 


Soviet  Union,  379;  strategy  for 
environmental  protection,  315-20;  to 
control  resource  depletion  and 
encourage  conservation,  252 
Economic  visibility:  of  natural  resources, 
194-97 

Economist(s),  18,  133;  group  organization 
of,  236;  influence  of  Soviet,  250-52; 
proenvironmental,  5;  Yugoslav,  63,  253 
Economy:  dependence  of  party  upon, 

124, 165,  294;  economy-environment 
trade-off,  125;  expense  of  workers’ 
illness  to,  202-4;  second  function  of, 
123-25, 168, 1 7 1 ,  312;  reforms  in,  29, 
123-27,  147, 168, 171, 173 
Education:  activities  of  Gorani  move¬ 
ment,  282-83;  environmental,  262-71, 
303,  3°5»  314;  environmental  education 
required  for  university,  236,  264; 
functions  of  nature  protection  societies, 
273-74  298-99;  siz,  38;  teaching  the 
environment  in  higher,  219 
Election  of  delegates,  Yugoslavia,  45-46 
Electors’  mandates  on  environmental 
issues,  32,  204,  278-79,  288,  297 
Embargo:  Soviet  1948-50  embargo  of 
Yugoslavia,  114 

Emissions,  136;  control  of,  5,  39;  levels, 
54-55;  motor  vehicle,  108,  204,  291; 
norms,  108, 1 1 3;  radioactive,  226; 
reduction  capacity,  311 ;  of  sulphur 
dioxide,  89 

Endangered  species,  51,  169,  292 
Energy:  atomic,  324;  discussion  of 
nuclear  energy  in  Yugoslavia,  331  -32; 
in  Macedonia  and  Bosnia- 
Herzegovina,  129;  Yugoslav 
investment  in  infrastructure,  98,  232 
Enforcement,  53,  55,  68,  no,  140; 
demands  for,  21 1 ;  dilution  of,  56,  1 1 1 ; 
measures,  49,  178-79;  norm  systems 
in,  115-16;  of  standards,  247;  techno¬ 
logical  factors  in,  114-16;  weakness  of, 
57-58,  84-91 

Engineer,  43;  chief  engineer  in  factory, 
133;  chief  engineer  in  forest  conserva- 
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Engineer  ( continued ) 

tion,  109;  chief  engineer  in  oil  and  fat 
combine,  87,  162;  environmental, 
132-33 

Enterprise(s),  37,  74,  140-41;  academy 
institutes  as  champions  of,  247; 
emission  levels  of,  54;  failure  to  fulfill 
environmental  norms,  139-21 1;  fined, 
109;  funds  allocated  to,  191 ;  income  in 
Yugoslavia,  98-99;  liability,  86,  205; 
noncompliance  of,  54,  182;  nonpro¬ 
ductive,  124;  plans,  64;  requirements 
for  starting  in  Yugoslavia,  128-29; 
retooling,  142;  strategies,  153-65; 
unprofitable,  146-47 
Environment;  achievement  of  legitimacy 
in  1970s,  170;  books  on,  33,  267-68; 
conference  on  teaching  the  environ¬ 
ment  in  higher  education,  219; 
definition  of,  21;  environmental 
standards,  250;  and  man,  49-51, 242; 
on  public  agenda,  249,  259;  trade-off 
between  economy  and,  125,  168-72 
Environmental  actors,  17-20,  29,  58,  153, 
320-21;  rewards  for,  103-7 
Environmental  agencies,  3,  18,  26,  33-34, 
43,  48,  54,  63-121, 1 18,  130,  144,  157, 
161-67,  261,  304;  ambiguous  mandate 
of,  91 ;  amount  allotted  to,  92-9;  and 
data  collection,  227-29;  and  emission 
levels,  54;  and  enforcement,  109;  and 
environmental  planning,  136-37; 
Estonian,  163;  expansion  of  regulatory 
powers,  107-21,  302,  304;  incremental 
strategies  of,  166;  and  management  of 
natural  resources,  60-61,  66-76,  216; 
and  legislation,  48;  less  prestigious, 

103;  and  mass  media,  100-110;  need 
to  build  public  constituency,  292-93, 
304;  permanancy  of,  121;  strategies, 
107-20 

Environmental  agenda  and  mass  media, 
33 

Environmental  agents;  constraints  on,  84; 
external  to  decisionmaking,  1 1 9; 


frustration  of,  116-17;  lack  clout,  99; 
receive  little  credit,  101 
Environmental  conferences,  219-20 
Environmental  controls:  autoregulation 
and,  317;  bureaucratic  structure  of 
industrial,  131-36;  investment  in, 
142-43,  232;  for  Lake  Ohrid,  186; 
minimum  versus  maximum  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  208-9;  of  nature  protection 
societies,  273;  role  of  science  in,  214; 
standards  and  methodology  for,  140; 
tightening  of,  109-10;  tied  to  bonus 
system,  128;  of  union  republics,  172-73 
Environmental  councils;  cross- 

disciplinary  communication  between 
institutes,  239;  in  Soviet  industry, 
131-33,  270-71;  in  Yugoslav  industry, 
134-36 

Environmental  damage,  20,  52,  in,  163, 
185;  at  campsites,  287;  from  copper 
mining,  1 14;  evaluation  of,  253 
Environmental  data:  sensitivity  of,  144 
Environmental  degradation,  2-4,  28, 
51-53,  158,  171  -73,  200,  203,  219-27, 
244,  251,  289,  297,  314;  monitored  by 
environmental  organizations,  272,  293, 
304;  in  the  Ukraine,  201;  public 
observer  of,  308;  worker  cannot 
prevent,  273 

Environmental  druzhiny,  273 
Environmental  groups:  from  Europe,  299; 
in  United  States,  293.  See  also  Envi¬ 
ronmental  lobby(ies) 

Environmental  hero,  101,  103 
Environmental  ideology,  49-53 
Environmental  impact,  163,  170;  as 
planning  category,  137 
Environmental  issues:  electors’  mandate 
and,  32;  nature  protection  societies 
promotion  of,  275,  299-300;  politi¬ 
cized  by  regulatory  principle,  314; 
schoolchildren  sensitized  to,  265-66; 
use  of  public  forums  to  address,  254; 
Western  political  leaders  react  to,  17 1. 
See  also  Environmental  problems 
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Environmental  legislation,  155-58; 
compartmentalization  of,  57;  jurists’ 
influence  on,  252-53,  265;  landmarks 
of,  169;  of  1950s  and  1960s  in  USSR, 
29, 172;  review  of,  107-10;  Yugoslav, 
57—59.  See  also  Index  of  Acts  and 
Laws 

Environmental  lobby(ies),  16-20,  33,  172, 
308;  public  functioning  as,  18; 

Siberian,  176;  student,  278;  in  United 
States,  312 

Environmental  management:  develop¬ 
ment  of  in  Soviet  Union  and  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  319-20;  effectiveness  of,  122; 
four  factors  of,  1 1 ;  fragmentation  of, 
62;  as  game,  9;  leadership  search  for 
efficiency  in,  305,  310,  321;  at  opstina 
level,  183-84;  positive  impact  of 
regulation  on,  308;  principles  of  in 
textbooks,  265;  problems  highlighted 
by  Chernobyl,  326-31,  333-35;  state 
committees  in,  24;  system,  18,  19,  22, 
65,  90,  195,  306;  in  United  States,  6,  7; 
in  Yugoslavia,  57-59 
Environmental  movement:  American,  3; 
better  organized  in  USSR,  249;  con¬ 
straints  on,  185-86;  internationaliza¬ 
tion  of,  158;  territorial,  176 
Environmental  norms:  maximum 
allowable  emission  level  (pdv),  113; 
maximum  permissible  concentration 
(pdk),  53-54;  technological  and  socio¬ 
economic  foundation  of  adopted  norms 
(tseds),  113-14;  temporary  agreed- 
upon  emission  (vsv),  113 
Environmental  offense,  85 
Environmental  planning:  impact  of 
structure  on,  66;  for  Lake  Ohrid, 
186-88;  location  of  expertise  in, 
216-17;  preparation  of,  136-37; 
process  in  USSR,  60-63 
Environmental  policy,  7;  regulatory 
measures,  1 1  —  1 3;  and  experts,  34,  167, 
213,  247 

Environmental  problems:  complexity  of. 


33;  result  of  capitalism,  3;  separation 
of  experts  from,  255,  313;  seriousness 
of,  101, 171,  250,  303;  specialist  identi¬ 
fication  of,  249.  See  also  Environ¬ 
mental  issues 

Environmental  program:  in  Leningrad, 
183;  in  mass  media,  267-69;  in  nature 
protection  society,  274;  in  schools, 
263-67 

Environmental  protection,  1,  14,  15,  43, 
64,  131-33, 168-72, 181,  231,  247;  cost 
of,  1 51;  and  food  and  crop  production, 
191;  investment  funds  for,  1 1 9,  197; 
leadership  concern  for,  125;  need  for 
tradition  of,  313;  not  tic  planning 
element,  139;  organization  of  in 
industry,  131-36;  organizations  in 
Yugoslavia,  100;  outlays,  139;  plan  for 
the  Adriatic,  21 1;  and  planning 
process,  61-64;  and  political  will,  109; 
in  poor  districts  of  Yugoslavia,  44;  and 
quality  of  life,  303;  and  rational 
resource  use  plan  in  USSR,  216;  and 
siz,  40;  territorial  system  of,  175; 
textbooks  on,  263-66;  workers’ 
responsibility  for,  140.  See  also  Envi¬ 
ronmental  protection  committees; 
Environmental  protection  councils 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (epa): 
scandal  in  1982,  144,  292 

Environmental  protection  committee(s), 
63,  80,  102,  105, 106;  in  Baikal  area, 
207;  Charter  77  proposal  for  free  elec¬ 
tion  of,  297;  functions  and  composition 
of,  181  -83,  207;  in  Leningrad,  181-83; 
proposal  for  rsfsr,  175;  republican,  44, 
47,  172,  206-7 

Environmental  protection  council(s): 
advisory  capacity  of,  91,  100,  215; 
cross-disciplinary  communication 
between  institutes  of,  239;  networking 
among,  101;  opstina,  134-35;  partici¬ 
pation  of  public  in,  280-81;  system  in 
Yugoslavia,  77,  106,  280 

Environmental  regulation(s):  authority  of 
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Environmental  regulation(s)  (continued) 
Yugoslav  government  over,  43-44; 
compliance  with,  126,  181,  271;  and 
enforcement,  56,  88,  92;  Estonian,  163; 
implementing,  32,  49,  tot,  125, 

132-33;  principle  of,  1 1  -13,  120;  as  a 
rulebook,  166;  symbolic,  158,  212 
Environmental  reporting:  increase  in, 

229,  270,  289 

Environmental  specialists:  access  to 
policymaking,  33,  213-27,  245-49 
Environmental  tradition:  importance  of, 
313-14;  lack  of  in  Yugoslavia,  281 
Environmental  values,  49, 159,  195; 

public  shift  toward,  262-63,  300 
Environmental  visibility,  194-97 
Environmentalists,  18 1,  320;  collabora¬ 
tion  between  party  environmentalists 
and  specialists  in  professional 
organizations,  260 
Equipment,  140;  investment  in,  142; 
measuring,  138;  pollution  control,  153; 
purification,  160 

Erosion,  36,  74,  76, 163,  170,  185;  anti¬ 
erosion  measures,  152,  199;  control, 

190 

Etalony,  5 1 
Etatisme,  3 1 8 

Expenditures:  environmental,  92,  126, 
143;  by  environmental  agencies,  93;  on 
Leningrad’s  sewage  system,  197;  in 
Moscow  on  environmental  protection, 
197;  public,  188-94;  Soviet  expendi¬ 
tures  on  science  and  technology, 

231  -32;  uneven  allocation  of 
environmental  expenses,  151-52 
Expenses:  for  environmental  protection, 
136;  of  pollution  control,  1 5 1 
Expert(s):  access  to  communications, 

234;  benefited  most  from  regulatory 
principle,  308;  as  consultants,  47, 
254-57;  contribution  to  policymaking, 
245-53;  control  over  expertise  and 
new  information,  249-50,  261,  308; 
dual  role  of  Soviet,  259;  employee- 
employer  relationship,  307;  as 


employees  of  bureaucracies,  213;  heads 
of  nature  protection  societies’  depart¬ 
ments,  273;  inappropriateness  of 
expert  work,  218-19;  and  influence, 

33,  246-49;  influence  on  planning  and 
economic  development,  252;  as  infor¬ 
mation  broker,  244;  involvement  in 
Ohrid  plan,  187;  as  leaders  of 
environmental  mass  organizations, 

259;  narrow  profile  favored,  218-19, 
225,  242-45;  need  for  credibility  and 
reputation,  254;  networking  among, 

101  -2,  235-40;  obshchestvennost', 

219;  overlap,  72;  power,  243-44; 
project  review  functions  in  Yugoslavia, 
141;  reaction  to  Chernobyl,  333-35; 
sensitized  to  environmental  issues,  313; 
and  sources  of  power,  49;  strategies, 
245-60;  strive  to  expand  regulatory 
process,  260-61,  304-5 

Expertise:  contracted  in  Yugoslavia,  248; 
fragmentation  of,  72,  215-27;  “loyal,” 
226;  necessity  for,  213-15;  relation  of 
to  community  and  industrial  interests, 
221  -22;  specialized,  49,  217,  243; 
Yugoslav,  221  -23,  248,  253 

Exploitation:  of  continental  shelf,  256;  of 
formal  channels  of  communication, 
297-301 

Externalities,  4,  320;  economic  value  of, 
150-52,  251  -52;  problems  of,  14, 
150-51,  200-202;  West-East  denial  of, 
4,6 

Factory:  agreements  with  towns,  132; 
cement  factory  in  Belgrade,  1 35  36, 
143,  157,  161,  163;  closing,  58,  1 19,  127, 
182,  256;  committee  for  work  safety, 
134;  and  environmental  planning 
process,  138-40;  environmental 
section,  131-33, 159,  271;  funds,  148; 
manager  interest  in  environmental 
protection,  138;  requirement  to  inven¬ 
tory  pollution  conditions  in,  199;  trade 
union  committees,  272-73,  287-88; 
workers’  councils,  45,  143 
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Farmer:  use  of  irrigation  in  Central  Asia, 
210— 1 1 

Farms,  36,  38,  163,  264 
Feasibility  studies,  62 
Ferromagnesium  plant:  in  Ulcinj,  301 
Fertilizers:  run-off,  74, 100,  205 
Fines:  53,  55,  88,  90, 138,  162,  222;  arbi¬ 
trary  character  of,  84-85;  heavier  fines 
proposed,  253,  256;  for  noncompliance, 
138,  179 

Fire  protection,  68,  148 
Fish:  conservation,  28,  156,  206;  danger 
to,  301;  death  of,  1,  202;  illegal 
catching  of,  84;  protection  of,  28; 
return  of  to  Moscow  river,  156, 197; 
stocking  with,  286 

Five-year  plan,  24,  32,  51,  127,  140-43, 
149,  209;  of  Gorani  Movement,  282; 
r&d  plan  in,  231.  See  also  Index  of 
Acts  and  Laws 

Flood  control,  74,  152;  Leningrad  project, 
183 

Flow  of  activities:  in  environmental 
policy,  11 

Food,  183;  contamination  from 
Chernobyl,  323 

Forecasting:  long-term,  63,  127;  short¬ 
term,  63 

Forest:  death  of,  148;  funds,  222; 
inspection  service,  no,  282-83;  land 
administration  of,  27,  68-69,  75; 
legislation,  75,  156,  227,  246;  preserves, 
68,  84;  state  forests  in  USSR,  22,  55, 
68;  under  public  ownership  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  75 

Forestry:  revision  of  Yugoslav  laws,  1 10; 
Siberian  practices,  149;  Yugoslav 
investment  in,  98 
Fragmentation;  of  environmental 
administration,  62,  67-84;  of 
environmental  management,  62;  of 
expertise,  218-27,  3°71  three  charac¬ 
teristics  of  scientific,  217-18 
“Free  riders,”  159 

Freedom  of  expression;  in  Yugoslavia, 

242 


Funding:  of  environmental  conferences, 
260;  of  environmental  research 
institutes,  216,  222-24,  231  -33;  flow 
of  to  applied  research,  224;  of  Gorani 
Movement,  282-83;  for  Gulf  of 
Finland  Dam,  196,  207;  inadequate 
funding  of  environmental  agencies, 

31 1 ;  lack  of  in  Yugoslavia,  241;  of 
Lake  Ohrid  Environmental  Protection 
Plan,  186-88;  of  mgu  Environmental 
Youth  Council  by  Komsomol,  277;  of 
ministries,  103,  109;  of  Organization  of 
Young  Researchers,  295;  of  siz,  39;  of 
water  management  in  Yugoslavia, 
74-75;  outside  Yugoslavia,  193,  199;  of 
Yugoslav  national  parks  and  nature 
preserves,  37-38,  234 

Funds:  allocated  to  enterprises,  19 1; 
bargaining  for,  165;  capital  investment 
in  ministerial  funds,  142;  communal 
land,  76;  for  environmental  protection, 
94-97,  132,  139, 143;  factory,  148;  for 
factory  environmental  controls,  139; 
federal  funds  Yugoslavia,  98, 186-87, 
194;  federal  water  and  forest,  222; 
importance  of  for  environmental 
projects,  140;  international  funds  for 
environmental  protection  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  186-87;  investment,  197;  land, 
69;  locally  generated,  136,  186-87, 1 9 1 , 
193;  ministerial,  148;  for  new 
construction,  1 17;  pooling  of  in 
Yugoslavia,  184;  republican,  186-87, 

1 9 1 ,  194;  for  retrofitting,  119;  size  of 
Yugoslav  central,  98;  state  forest  land, 
68 ;  strategies  to  attract,  2 1 0  - 1 1 ; 
transfer  of  from  wealthy  republics  in 
Yugoslavia,  39 

Game;  actor  strategies  in,  19,  49,  99;  and 
environmental  policy,  9, 10,  19,  306, 
308,  314;  industry  implementation, 
159-65;  preserve  management,  72; 
and  proposed  merger  of  inspectorates, 
72;  and  situation  of  environmental 
actors,  321 
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Gatekeeper:  in  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
“invisible  colleges,”  237-44,  260 
Generation:  issue,  1 7 1 ;  of  scientists,  278 
Genetic  defects:  in  babies,  201 
Geographers:  economic,  252;  Soviet,  236, 
249 

Glasnost  (openness),  331 
Gorani  Movement,  19,  47;  organization 
and  functions,  281-83 
Goskomgidromet:  USSR  State  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Hydrometeorology  and 
Environmental  Protection.  See  under 
Committees  in  Index  of  Institutions 
Gosplan:  USSR  State  Planning  Com¬ 
mittee.  See  under  Committees  in  Index 
of  Institutions 

Government:  Charter  77  attack  on 
Czechoslovak  government,  296-97; 
grants  from,  93;  group  claims  on,  18; 
local  government  investigation  of 
complaints,  300;  and  party  bureau¬ 
cracy,  100;  relationship  between 
government  and  industry,  157; 
republican  government  in  Yugoslavia 
may  override  local  decision,  301 
Grants:  science  siz,  233;  U.S.  govern¬ 
ment,  226 

Grass-roots:  activity,  32,  275;  flexibility  in 
Yugoslavia,  285 

Great  Russian  Supremacy,  175,  198 
Great  Serbianism,  178 
Green  spaces,  187;  square  meters  of,  2 
Group(s):  Baikal  ad  hoc,  258;  definition 
of,  18;  informal  (primary,  “family”), 
237-40,  258-60;  lcy  youth  group 
demonstration  in  Ljubljana,  332; 
permanent  proenvironmental,  259-60; 
similarity  of  Yugoslav  groups  to 
Western,  239;  specialist  groups  in 
USSR,  235-39;  specialist  groups  in 
Yugoslavia,  239-40 

Growth:  demographic,  198;  economic,  4, 
'5-  51  -52.-  63-64, 123, 169,  203,  232; 
urban,  64,  90,  184 

Guidelines:  for  damage  payments,  86;  of 
economic  and  social  plan,  184;  general 


program  in  Yugoslavia,  63;  for  Gorani 
Movement,  282;  planning,  59,  61,  157, 
191,  194,  232;  tipovye  akty ,  131  -33;  for 
trade  union  monitoring  of  labor  safety, 
272,  287 

Hands-on  activity:  regulation  as,  it,  55 
Health:  concerns  on  Vir  Island,  300-301; 
departments,  106;  effects  of  pollution 
on,  272;  local  contributions  to  health 
siz,  98-99;  pollution  hazards  to,  204, 
206,  288;  related  research  institutes, 
216;  reform  in  health  care  urged,  291; 
siz,  38,  74,  83,  222,  232 
Hearings:  Congressional,  125;  legislative 
committee,  156;  pro-forma,  316 
Hero:  environmental  officials  as,  103; 
local  party  and  government  officials, 
101 

Heroism  at  Chernobyl,  329 
Hierarchy,  levels  of,  26,  60-61,  73, 138, 
143-44,211,237,  275 
Home:  private,  35 

Housing:  Yugoslav  investment  in,  97-98 
Human  error:  at  Chernobyl,  324,  326,  333 
Hydra,  22, 43,  49,  59-60,  65,  83,  121,  130, 
166,  187,  204,  21 1,  213,  239,  257,  266, 
271,  306,  335 

Hydroelectric  power,  84,  89;  project,  171, 
180;  stations,  174 
Hydrogen  sulfide,  1 1 6 
Hygiene:  research  in,  273;  taught  in 
kindergarten,  266 

Hypertension:  pollution  related,  291 

Ideology:  Marxist,  6,  76;  and  policy 
process,  15;  single,  14,  254,  319-21 
Illegal  cutting  of  timber,  55,  84;  New 
Year’s  trees,  276;  of  pine  trees,  109 
Illegal  sale  of  pelts,  256 
Illegal  strikes  in  Yugoslavia,  296 
Impact:  economic  impact  of  environmen¬ 
tal  protection,  257-58;  of  institution¬ 
alized  constraints  on  environmental 
management,  185-86;  of  planning 
regulations  on  fulfillment  of  environ- 
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mental  protection  criteria,  136-41;  of 
pollution  on  health,  229;  of  regulation, 
308;  regulatory  impact  of  environment 
on  pollution,  230;  of  society  on  natural 
processes,  98,  185,  264 
Implementation:  of  environmental 
measures,  200;  of  environmental 
regulations,  273;  four  activities  in, 
10-12;  funds,  210;  games,  159;  of  mass 
environmental  organizations  in  policy, 
228-29,  272-74>  280, 282-83, 284, 
299;  of  party  and  governmental  deci¬ 
sions,  240;  politics  of,  56,  121; 
strategies  of  territorial  administrations, 
210-11 

Incentive(s):  pollution  control  and 
economic,  21 1,  251-52,  257-58, 
315-16 

Incidence  of  illness:  highest  in  highly 
polluting  industries,  291 
Income:  charge  on  personal  income  for 
Ohrid,  187-88;  enterprise,  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  98,  135;  local  generation  of,  191; 
national  income  loss  from  pollution- 
related  illness,  290;  self-management 
and  generation  of,  232;  tax,  222 
Incrementalism:  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  strategy  for  environmental 
agencies,  107-10;  in  Soviet  Union,  319 
Independence  of  Yugoslav  researcher, 

224,  227 

Indicators:  environmental,  109, 1 1 5,  184; 
pdk  as  regional,  1 1 3;  plan,  65,  92, 129, 
137, 146 

Individuals:  limited  opportunities  for 
activism,  179,  275;  network  among, 
101;  as  playeis  in  environmental  game, 
10;  rewards  for,  298;  “voters’  requests,” 
278 

Industrial  enterprise:  discharge  of  waste, 
1-2,  109;  leeway  in  organizing 
environmental  protection,  133 
Industrial  paradigm,  52,  314 
Industrialization  of  Central  Asia,  198 
Industry(ies),  63, 121, 152,  229;  on 
Adriatic,  234;  bargaining,  203;  battle 


between  inspector  and,  118;  bearing 
pollution  costs  in  USSR,  151-52; 
control  of  resources,  64;  cost  of  pollu¬ 
tion  controls  to,  89;  decision  to  locate 
in  Yugoslavia,  118;  delegates,  141; 
economic  interest  of  in  environmental 
protection,  317;  impact  of  heavy 
industry  on  environment,  93-94, 
125-41,  173, 1 91 ,  231,  240;  monopoly 
position  of,  126-27;  no  opposition 
from  over  norms,  250;  operation  of  in 
Yugoslavia,  46;  organization  of 
environment  protection  in,  131; 
planned  move  of  industries  out  of 
cities,  127;  pollution  in  chemical, 
290-91;  profits,  51,  142;  regional 
characteristics  of  in  Yugoslavia,  37, 

128,  129;  state  investment  in  USSR, 
93-94;  weight  of  in  decisionmaking, 
48,73*  158 

Infant  mortality,  290 

Influence:  of  environmental  agencies  over 
client  groups,  116-20;  expert,  33-34, 
230,  238-42;  of  experts  on  policy¬ 
making,  246-53;  increase  in  influence 
of  Soviet  experts,  256;  of  informal 
groups,  237-38;  less  expert  influence 
in  Yugoslavia,  247-49;  party,  196; 
public  influence  at  community  level, 
278-79,  285;  public  influence  in  mass 
organizations,  275-78,  280-85;  SIZ* 

39;  Yugoslav  expert  influence  through 
professional  organizations,  259-60 

Information:  access  to,  227-30,  234-40, 
270;  control,  20, 145,  180;  environ¬ 
mental,  144,  269-270;  on  envi¬ 
ronmental  budgets,  92-98;  expert 
control  of  new,  243;  for  forecasting, 
316;  gatekeepers’  control  of  flow  of, 
237;  kinds  of  information  flow  in 
Yugoslavia,  240;  monopoly,  144-46, 
270;  no  systematic,  200;  program  at 
mgu  Youth  Council,  276-7;  relation 
between  environmental  issues  and, 
207;  republican  control  of  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  199;  restrictions  on  information 
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Information  ( continued ) 

exchange,  258;  scarcity  of  in  USSR, 
244;  selectivity  of  public  information 
on  environment,  269-70;  suppression 
of  information  about  Chernobyl, 
323-27,332 

Information  collection,  77;  ministerial 
control  of,  228;  systematic,  202 
Infrastructure:  adequacy  of,  90;  envi¬ 
ronmental,  191 

Inhabitants:  and  green  space,  2 
Initiative:  of  environmental  agencies,  no; 
expert,  254;  greater  in  Yugoslavia,  304; 
little  lay  initiative  in  environmental 
protection,  275;  local,  59,  184-85;  of 
nature  protection  societies,  298-99; 
trade  union,  288;  youth  in  Gorani 
Movement,  283 

Innovation,  technological:  major  problem 
in  USSR,  231 
Input-output  analysis,  229 
Insiders:  and  outsiders,  16,  18,  48-49; 
elites  as,  33,  213 

Inspection:  chief  sanitation,  117;  city,  134; 
environmental,  87,  in,  1 16,  136,  147; 
expert,  83;  forest,  75;  local,  136;  plant, 
134;  powers  of  environmental  groups, 
293;  functions  of  public,  274-75;  ses, 

1 1 7,  274;  systems,  199;  volunteer 
environmental  inspection  system, 
274-75 

Inspectorates:  air,  99;  battle  with 
industry,  1 18;  commune,  183; 
environmental,  101,  110,  118;  federal, 
159;  forest,  75;  hunting,  275;  of  larger 
cities,  199;  local,  101;  regional,  55,  145; 
urban,  80;  water,  75,  99,  120,  146,  179 
Installations:  closure  of,  116-18 
Institutes:  of  academy  of  science,  18,  229, 
235;  controls  for  services,  222-24,  248; 
director’s  role  in  politics  of  institution 
promotion,  247;  “environmental,”  229; 
as  environmental  lobby  in  Soviet 
Union,  259-61,  308;  expert,  47,  72,  83, 
161-62;  hydrometeorology,  81,  145, 
284;  independence  of  Yugoslav 


research,  224;  lack  of  in  Yugoslavia, 
230;  legally  designated  expert  institu¬ 
tions,  218;  organization  of  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  230;  planning,  140,  221;  public 
access  to,  220;  public  funds  for, 

232-33;  of  public  health,  81,  145; 
research,  39,  126,  242,  278;  research 
institutes  of  environmental  expertise, 
81, 145,  216-17,  232;  Siberian,  170; 
urbanism,  80,  221.  See  also  Index  of 
Institutions 

Institutions:  delegated  institutions 
monopolize  decisionmaking  process, 
246;  opstina,  36-37;  as  players  in 
environmental  game,  10;  of  self¬ 
management,  34-49;  single-purpose 
expert,  261;  sponsoring  institutions  of 
Multidisciplinary  Center,  University  of 
Belgrade,  225-26.  See  also  Index  of 
Institutions 

Intangible  resources:  of  economic  enter¬ 
prises,  144-47;  of  environmental 
agencies,  100-102;  of  experts,  234-40; 
of  public  and  mass  organizations, 
292-94;  of  territorial  administrations, 
194-200 

Interest(s):  convergence  of  economic  and 
territorial,  128;  economic  and  social, 

13,  19,  46,  50,  65,  74,  109,  121, 124, 

129;  of  factory  manager,  138;  Great 
Russian,  175;  identity  of  state  interest 
with  economic  interest  in  communist 
states,  49,  126,  136,  314;  local,  73,  74, 
120,  128-29;  LCY  interests  in  environ¬ 
ment,  197;  power  interests  of  leader¬ 
ship,  123-24,  129;  republican,  120, 

134,  172-81;  Siberian  environmental, 
196;  tourist  interest  on  Vir  Island,  301 

International  environmental  camp, 
298-99 

Inventory:  of  water  quality,  199 

Investment:  agricultural,  191;  allocation 
of  profit  to,  135;  central  investment 
funds  in  pollution  control,  197-98; 
economic  and  social  investment  in 
Yugoslavia,  94,  98,  232  33;  in  energy. 
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89;  enterprise  investment  fund,  149; 
environmental  costs  and  effectiveness 
of  capital,  251;  environmental  invest¬ 
ment  in  1970s,  197;  in  environmental 
protection,  2,  92-98,  135,  162,  189-90, 
232;  in  production,  143;  in  technology, 
114 

Job:  opportunities  for  experts  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  241 ;  loss  of  for  practicing 
environmental  protection,  135,  241, 
272;  glamor  of  environmental,  103 
Journalist,  18;  local,  2 
Jurisdiction:  conflict  over  in  water 
management,  247;  of  branch 
ministries,  62, 146-47,  228;  of 
environmental  areas  in  USSR,  68-71; 
of  environmental  authorities,  57,  74; 
federal  jurisdiction  in  Yugoslavia,  43, 
120;  of  local  government,  18 1;  over 
nature  reserves,  72;  overlapping,  102; 
of  republican  governments,  41, 163, 
173,  177,  288;  shared,  87-88,  99 
Jurists:  group  organization  of,  235; 
influence  on  governmental  regulation 
and  legislation,  252-53;  role  in 
encouraging  economic  self-interest, 
255-56;  Soviet,  24,  50 

“Keeping  the  peace”:  environmental 
officials  and,  106,  1 18 
Khrushchev,  N.  S.:  era  of,  29 
Knowledge:  borrowed,  226;  as  expert 
strategy  is  power,  249-55;  separation 
of  knowledge  and  power,  21 1 , 227 
Kompromis,  54,  55, 114,  293,  313,  314 

Labor  force:  safety  of,  287 
Lakes,  2,  185-88,  285-86.  See  also  Index 
of  Place-Names 

Land:  administration  of  state  funds,  27; 
arable,  35-36;  cost  of  cultivating  new, 
149;  funds,  27,  69;  illegal  seizure  of 
plots,  109 

Land  reclamation,  69, 148,  190;  cost  of, 


1 1 2;  responsibility  for,  86;  Soviet 
investment  in,  94-97 
Land  use,  169,  217;  development,  254; 
management,  58-59,  76;  plan  for 
Adriatic  Coast,  200;  plan  for  Ohrid, 
209-10;  policy,  36;  regionally  based, 
321;  Slovenian,  195 
Landmarks:  national  scenic,  32,  180, 

J94  95>  203;  preservation  of  national 
cultural,  259,  288 

Language:  Belorussian,  267;  Mace¬ 
donian,  186,  268;  Russian,  268; 
Serbo-Croatian,  186,  268;  Slovenian, 
268;  Ukrainian,  267 
Law:  and  budget  for  local  services,  39; 
and  delegation  of  advice,  47;  courses 
on  environmental,  264,  266;  early 
Soviet  resource  conservation,  313; 
enforcement,  54,  109;  environmental 
and  Soviet  republics,  172-73;  evasion 
of,  87;  federal  water,  119, 159, 177-80, 
195;  on  forests,  75;  investment  deter¬ 
mined  by,  232;  “kompromis”  and 
neglect  of  law,  314;  local,  173;  mis¬ 
carriage  of  in  press,  302;  passage  of, 
156-58;  protection  of,  183;  as  regula¬ 
tion,  17;  revisions  of,  no;  Serbian 
noise,  115;  as  single  environmental 
category,  56;  Slovenian  land-use,  1974, 
58-59;  Soviet  environmental,  53,  56, 
227;  Soviet  fundamental,  53; 
specialists’  role  in  drafting,  246-49;  on 
use  and  transfer  of  agricultural  land, 
36;  water,  249;  Yugoslav  environ¬ 
mental  system  of,  57, 1 15, 177,  212. 

See  also  Index  of  Acts  and  Laws 
Lead  organs:  Soviet,  24-27,  53 
Leadership:  change  toward  scientific 
personnel,  250,  256,  294;  change  in 
attitude  toward  lay  participation,  294; 
commitment  to  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  63,  261;  Croatian,  177;  distrust 
of  intellectuals  in  Yugoslavia,  309,  318; 
economy  and,  165, 171-72, 194;  of 
Gorani  Movement,  282-83;  priority  in 
r&d,  231;  republican  leadership  control 
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Leadership  ( continued ) 

environmental  mass  organizations, 

285;  U.S.,  127;  wants  environmental 
protection,  271 

Leading  role  of  the  party,  167,  168 
Legal  authorization:  for  data  collection, 
227 

Legal  delegation:  of  expertise,  216-17, 

244 

Legal  standing:  importance  of,  286-88 
Legislation:  on  administrative  law  viola¬ 
tions,  1980,  109;  emasculated,  15;  and 
enforcement,  88;  environmental,  10, 

47,  107-10,  164,  3 1 1 ;  and  environ¬ 
mental  agencies,  48;  environmental 
laws  of  the  1960s,  29;  environmental 
legislation  and  regulation  of  1970s,  88, 
253,  313;  federal  legislation  in  USSR, 
29;  federal  legislation  in  Yugoslavia, 

77;  forest  and  mineral  wealth,  155; 
nature  societies  offer  options  on 
environmental,  288;  passage  of, 
154-58;  and  regulations,  53-59;  “right 
to  know”  (U.S.),  270;  specialist 
recommendations  for,  243;  symbolic, 
107,  168,  208-9;  on  Tara  Dam,  239. 
See  also  Index  of  Acts  and  Laws 
Legislative  drafting  process:  experts  in, 
245-48;  in  USSR.  156-57;  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  157-59, 248 

Legislative  and  environmental  issues,  34 
Legislative  process:  broadening  scope  of, 
245-49;  industry  in,  48 
Letters:  to  local  authorities,  309;  nature 
societies  engaged  in,  288;  on  nuclear 
power  plant,  301;  protest,  187 
Level  of  permitted  ecological  load  (pdn): 
definition  of,  1 12 

Levels:  permissible  level  of  concentration, 
57,  1 1 5;  of  pollution,  138,  230 
Liability:  civil,  173;  criminal,  87,  173,  205, 
253,  256;  for  damage,  86;  definition  of, 
109;  enterprise,  86;  importance  of,  236; 
personal,  86,  287;  of  trade  union 
organization,  287 
Liberalization,  economic,  257,  318 


Life:  animal,  202;  easy,  103,  105,  148; 
human,  52,  202;  plant  and  animal  in 
Ohrid,  185;  quality  of,  202,  204,  215, 
303,  310;  web  of,  50,  313 
Life-styles,  alternative,  319 
Linkage:  of  environmental  and  economic 
issues,  257-58;  between  proenviron- 
mental  scientific  institutes,  public 
administration,  and  environmental 
organizations,  300 
Loans,  129 

Lobbies,  43,  169,  197;  agricultural,  324; 
environmental,  16,  18;  expert  institutes 
as  environmental,  259;  individual,  48; 
nuclear,  324;  professional  organiza¬ 
tions  as  environmental,  260;  Western, 
18 

Local  government:  and  control  functions, 
31;  financial  assets  of,  189;  in  imple¬ 
mentation  of  environmental  policy,  29, 
31;  institutes’  consultants  to,  312; 
sensitive  to  business  pressures,  312; 
use  of  press,  207,  302 
Local  level:  environmental  management 
at,  no,  184;  negotiations  at,  55,  64; 
public  action  limited  to,  303,  304 
Local  officials.  See  Local  government 
Logging  in  USSR,  27.  See  also  Forest 
Loyalty:  importance  of  to  scientific 
credibility,  312 
Lumber  industry,  156 
Lumbering:  commercial  operations,  68, 
148 

Man  and  nature:  contradiction  of,  49-51, 
262 

Management:  bonuses  for,  131;  branch 
principle  in  USSR,  29,  56,  126; 
Chernobyl  as  result  of  inept  bureau¬ 
cratic,  331;  common  environmental 
management  approach  in  East  and 
West,  3-10;  multiple  management  of 
environment  in  USSR,  69;  receptivity 
to  environmental  controls,  288;  terri¬ 
torial  principle  of,  126;  water  resource, 
74,  194,  223;  wildlife,  227 
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Managers:  appointment  and  rotation  of 
in  Yugoslavia,  45,  69;  environmental 
programs  for,  274;  exposed  to 
environmental  problems,  314;  liberal, 
123;  local  plant  and  environmental 
protection,  272-73 

Margin  of  liberty:  for  actors,  8, 14, 18; 
and  citizen  activists,  32;  for  experts, 
262;  increase  in  for  experts,  the  public, 
and  territorial  units,  310;  of  territorial 
administrations,  212,  310 
Marginal  profitability:  use  of  theory  of, 
256,315 

Market:  greater  knowledge  of  details  of 
economy,  320;  market  economy 
required  for  autoregulation,  317-19 
Marxist  theory  of  value,  6, 14 
Mass  media:  environmental  information 
reported  by,  3, 16,  268-9;  and  mass 
environmental  organizations,  273,  302; 
party  control  over,  53,  207,  238; 
republics’  and  local  use  of,  206-7;  and 
Soviet  reporting  on  Chernobyl, 

330-31 ;  use  by  environmental  officials, 
100,  1 01 ;  use  by  experts,  21 1,  215,  259 
Mass  organizations:  environmental, 
262-305;  republican  leadership  control 
of  environmental,  285 
Maximum  allowable  emission  level  (pdv), 
131;  definition  of,  113;  legal  regulation 
of,  1 13 

Maximum  permissible  concentration 
(pdk):  for  different  zones  in  USSR, 

1 1 2;  of  pollutants,  53,  54, 113, 132,  136 
Media.  See  Mass  media 
Medical  care:  for  respiratory  illness,  202; 

in  Siberia,  200-201 
Mercury,  dumping  of,  118 
mgu  Young  People’s  Council  on 

Environmental  Protection:  member¬ 
ship  and  activities,  276-78 
Migration:  to  cities  in  Yugoslavia,  36, 

164,  185 

Military,  105,  123,  231,  326;  demands  of 
at  Chernobyl,  327 ;  research  institutes, 
242 


Military-industrial  complex,  93, 103,  218, 
327;  relation  to  communist  party,  326 
Mill:  aluminum,  139,  204;  pulp  and 
paper,  117,  139,  204,  258,  298 
Mineral  wealth:  damage  caused  by  users, 
253;  legislation  on,  156 
Mining:  coal,  27,  162-63,  300;  phos¬ 
phorous  and  oil  shale,  206;  pollution 
and,  1 12,  1 14,  315 

Ministries,  24-25;  chemical,  160;  merger 
of  agricultural,  24,  170;  metallurgy, 

160;  natural  resource,  93-97,  99, 136, 
I73»  307;  responsible  for  environmental 
protection,  217;  structural  advantage 
of,  307;  thermoelectric,  160.  See  also 
Index  of  Institutions 
Modeling:  environmental-economic,  62, 
229,  236,  252,  257,  309;  optimization, 
236 

Money:  allocation  to  environmental 
agencies,  92-99, 140;  distribution  to 
industry,  141  -44;  for  environmental 
projects,  140;  for  Lake  Ohrid,  186-87; 
for  Lake  Palic,  286;  for  pollution 
control,  94, 1 1 7;  no  private  money  for 
environmental  organizations,  295; 
reason  for  weak  enforcement  of 
environmental  regulations,  88-89;  for 
Yugoslav  environmental  research,  224, 
232;  in  Yugoslav  federal  funds,  184 
Monitoring:  and  control,  12,  32,  44,  80, 

83,  99,  108, 116,  142, 145,  160, 168, 179, 
183-84,  195,  247;  powers  of  nature 
protection  societies,  292;  state  moni¬ 
toring  of  subsidies,  142;  system  of 
Goskomgidromet,  108 
Monopoly (ies):  direction  of  r&d 
monopoly  of  central  party  and 
government  organs,  218;  industrial, 

28, 126-31;  of  information,  144, 146 
Monuments:  natural  and  cultural,  80;  role 
of  nature  protection  societies  in 
preserving  natural,  273 
Moral  outrage,  316-17 
Morbidity  rate,  200 
Mortality  rate,  289 
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Moscow  River  basin,  1 1 6 

Multidisciplinary  approach:  to  environ¬ 
mental  education,  263-67;  to 
environmental  problem-solving, 
225-26 

Municipalities:  and  central  investment 
funds,  19 1 ,  197;  Yugoslav  adoption  of 
plans,  64 

National  defense,  177;  public  spending 
on,  193 

National  diversity  in  Yugoslavia,  35 

National  parks:  self-management  funding 
of  in  Yugoslavia,  234;  Soviet  trade 
union  responsibility  for  law  enforce¬ 
ment  in,  287 

National  security,  6,  24;  economic 
development  for,  198,  200 

Nationalism:  in  the  Soviet  Union,  172-77, 
318;  in  Yugoslavia,  177-80,  313-14 

Nationality  problem:  in  USSR  and 
Yugoslavia,  318-19 

Natural  resource(s):  as  assets,  21 1; 
assignment  of  value  to,  251-52,  258; 
as  free  goods,  6;  recreational  use,  125, 
18 1 ;  state  control  of  in  Yugoslavia,  36; 
state  investment  in,  93-99,  232;  state 
ownership  of,  13-14,  51;  visibility  of, 
194 

Nature:  conservation,  169-70,  205,  223, 
268,  299;  houses,  274;  man-nature 
relationship,  50,  57;  monuments,  173; 
programs  on  TV,  269;  protection  of, 
167,  269;  protection  act  in  Estonia, 

172;  Yugoslav  system  of  nature  protec¬ 
tion,  37 

Nature  protection  associations  or 
societies,  18,  300,  309;  absence  of  in 
Yugoslavia,  18 1;  increased  activism  in 
non-Russian  republics,  275-76;  local 
chapters,  33, 101,  279,  298;  monitoring 
and  inspection  powers,  293;  power  to 
make  legislative  recommendations, 

273;  praised  for  work  in  environmental 
protection,  275,  296;  role  in  environ¬ 
mental  protection,  179;  role  in 


promotion  of  nature  reserves,  288, 

298;  republican,  272-75;  specialist 
leadership  of,  259,  304;  three  tasks  of, 
273-74;  visibility  of,  299-300 
Nature  reserves,  50,  57,  72,  173,  180; 
promotion  and  identification  of  by 
environmental  organizations,  273,  277, 
288,  298,  299.  See  also  Zapovedniki 
Need(s):  for  conservation,  263;  of 
environmental  agencies  for  public 
constituency,  293;  for  expert  advice  in 
environmental  policymaking,  261, 
308-9;  for  information  on  environ¬ 
mental  protection  by  centralized 
agencies,  318;  information  on 
“need-to-know”  basis,  228-29 
Negotiation:  and  agreement,  58-59;  and 
consensus,  8;  importance  of  timing  in 
Yugoslavia,  209;  and  legislation  and 
implementation,  16-17,63-64,  156, 
162,  166,  210,  248;  over  plan  targets, 
203;  and  standard-setting,  53,  55,  91 
Networks:  of  bionuclear  scientists,  236; 
broadcast  schedules  and  environmental 
programming,  269;  communications, 
205,  234-40;  concentration  in  one 
republic  in  hydra,  148,  239;  expansion 
of  health  care  network,  291 ;  among 
experts,  101,  235-40,  258-60;  of 
inspection  systems,  198;  party,  196-97, 
206-7;  patron-patronee,  124 
Newspaper(s):  reporting  of  pollution 
data,  1,90,  no,  120,  153,  204,  240; 
source  of  environmental  information, 
268;  special  section  on  environmental 
protection,  273 

Noise:  levels,  32;  local  phenomenon,  292; 
ordinance  in  Belgrade,  1 15;  as  pol¬ 
lutant  in  Soviet  air  quality  law,  246; 
pollution,  230;  reduction  of  noise 
levels,  134;  research  on,  223 
Nomenclatura,  105,  122 
Noncommunist  states:  differences  with 
communist,  13-16 

Noncompetition:  in  USSR,  126-28;  in 
Yugoslavia,  128-31 
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Noncompliance:  damage  costs  resulting 
from,  315;  fines,  138, 179;  prosecution 
of,  12,  67 

Nongovernmental  agents:  access  to 
policymaking,  32,  33 
Nonpoint  sources,  12 
Norm  system,  115-16 
Norms,  254;  ambient,  108,  250;  ambient 
air,  1 1 2;  emission,  108,  250;  environ¬ 
mental,  1 31 ;  failure  to  fulfill,  139;  high 
levels  of  Soviet,  313;  legal,  53,  55; 
national,  55;  performance,  60,  61; 
point-source  emission,  108, 112;  pollu¬ 
tion,  247;  production,  127,  13 1, 138, 
161;  scientists’  role  in  development  of, 
250;  seven  sets  of  norms  in  Yugoslavia, 
52;  standardization  of,  209;  for 
stationary  sources,  108;  temporary, 
intermediate,  54;  water,  1 1 3;  Yugoslav 
norms  derived  from  international,  115. 
See  also  Index  of  Acts  and  Laws 
“Not  our  problem,”  162-65 
Nuclear  bombs,  324-25 
Nuclear  disaster,  202,  323-26;  in  the 
Urals,  324 

Nuclear  power,  52,  325;  demonstration 
against,  332,  335-36;  in  Yugoslavia, 
331  -32,  334;  plant  on  Vir  Island,  285, 
300-301 ;  plants,  47, 164;  in  under¬ 
developed  countries,  334 

Officials,  environmental:  not  portrayed  as 
heros,  103;  as  spokesmen,  101  -2 
Oil:  and  fat  combine,  87,  162;  leakage  in 
Yugoslavia,  1984, 119-20,  164,  179, 
292;  mining  of  oil  shale,  173,  206; 
pollution  control  equipment,  28; 
production,  27;  reserves,  144;  shift 
from  coal  to,  254;  spillage,  119-20, 

292;  Yugoslav  reliance  on  imported,  89 
Opinion:  acceptance  of  expert  opinion  in 
Soviet  Union,  224;  expert,  217-18, 
247-49;  partisan  opinion  of  experts  in 
Yugoslavia,  257,  260,  318 
Opstina(i):  agreement  on  environmental 
protection  plan,  187-88;  basic  unit  of 


Yugoslav  administration,  36-37, 
57-58,  77;  and  environmental 
management,  120,  183-84, 188; 
environmental  protection  council,  134; 
funds  Gorani  Movement,  286;  income 
of,  210;  position  on  Vir  Island, 
300-301;  and  Sava  River  Compact, 

1 19;  vote  on  nonmandated  siz,  39 
Optimum  standards:  value  of,  250 
Organization(s):  agricultural,  109; 

economic,  8, 18,  20,  106, 153,  157, 165; 
of  environmental  education,  219;  of 
environmental  expertise,  216-27;  as 
environmental  lobby,  259-60,  308;  of 
environmental  protection,  131-36, 

184,  271;  party,  196-97;  professional, 
238,  259-61;  of  r&d,  231-33;  as 
resource,  99-100;  role  of  work 
organizations  in  implementing 
program  of  Multidisciplinary  Center, 
University  of  Belgrade,  225;  service 
providers  and  service  users,  39;  socio¬ 
political,  36,  40-47,  74,  76, 102, 141, 
177,  242,  248;  power  and  structure,  10, 
99-100;  of  U.S.  science,  219;  women’s, 
40;  work,  36,  88, 129,  140-41,  177, 

234;  youth,  27,  275-78,  281  -85;  of 
Yugoslav  industry,  1 1 8 
Organization  of  Young  Researchers: 

membership  and  activities,  283-85 
Organs:  new  environmental  organs 
created  by  regulation,  120-21,  307; 
specialist  organs  as  authorized  experts, 
217 

Osnovy  (fundamental  law),  53, 173,  227, 
246;  nature  societies  not  allowed  to 
give  opinion  on,  288 

Outsiders:  access  to  policymaking,  18,  32, 
47-49,  63;  specialized  elites  as,  213, 
261.  See  also  Insiders 
Ownership  of  natural  resources,  state,  13, 
17,  35,52,3‘4.320 

Paint:  fumes  problem  in  Yugoslavia,  90, 
134,  157,  296;  women  exposed  to  in 
USSR,  290 
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Parcelization  of  lawmaking,  65 
Parsonian  function,  9 
Party:  connection  with  Socialist  Alliance 
in  Yugoslavia,  259;  distrust  of 
specialists  in  Yugoslavia,  226,  230, 

240,  242,  257,  309,  312;  and  economic 
growth,  123-25;  and  government,  4, 

16,  45,  56,  60,  100,  102, 130,  145, 147, 
238,  270;  and  government  evaluation 
of  research,  226-27;  and  government 
leaders,  203,  224,  245,  258,  305;  and 
government  monopoly  of  direction  of 
research  and  development,  218;  and 
industry  alliance,  122-31, 171,  309-10, 
240,  294,  314,  319,  326,  335;  interpene¬ 
tration  between  party  and  mass 
organizations,  260;  leaders  and  expert 
networks,  238;  leading  role,  167-68; 
mandated  single,  15, 123, 194,  319,  321; 
and  military,  103;  network,  196-97, 
210,  239-40;  proenvironmental  party 
officials,  275,  304;  program  on  legisla¬ 
tion,  247;  risks  in  leaving  party  line, 
241-43;  and  territorial  administration, 
167-212.  See  also  Index  of  Institutions 
Patterns  of  interaction,  58;  between 
Soviet  scientists,  235-39 
Payment:  for  damage  caused  by  work 
accident,  287;  during  worker’s 
recreation  time,  287;  restitution,  253; 
disability,  290;  pollution,  315 
Peasants,  Yugoslav:  impact  of  Gorani 
Movement  on,  282 
Penalties,  53-58,  81,  85-86,  124 
People’s  control  commissions,  274-75 
Performance  indicators:  overall  environ¬ 
mental,  60 

Permits,  development,  181 
Personal  ambition.  See  Ambition 
Pest  control,  148 
Pesticides:  202,  216,  222,  228 
Petroleum:  and  investment  in  petro¬ 
chemical  industries,  93 
Phosphorus:  and  oil  shale  mining  in 
Estonia,  206 


Pipeline:  Hungarian  border  to  Belgrade, 
89;  Siberian,  231 

Planning:  by  branch  ministries,  136-38; 
by  branch  principle,  228;  centralized 
planning  and  network  formation, 
236-37;  comprehensive 
( kompleksnyi ),  61, 69,  252;  ecological, 
317,  321 ;  expert  influence  on  Soviet 
planning  concepts,  252;  institutes,  141; 
process,  16,  40,  49,  51,  59-69,  80, 
245-49;  Soviet  national  resource,  91; 
territorial,  58,  64,  184;  urban,  185,  216, 
254;  in  Yugoslavia,  63-65 

Planning  committees:  of  local  soviets,  216 

Planning  organs:  in  Yugoslavia,  91, 101, 

•35 

Plans:  absence  of  central  plans  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  128;  all-union  research  and 
development,  231;  branch,  66;  central, 
191;  comprehensive  resource  use  and 
environmental  protection,  60;  coordi¬ 
nation  of,  178;  environmental,  1, 
60-61,  66;  environmental  and  cost, 
138-39;  environmental  section  of,  131, 
169;  expert  plans  of  work,  217;  of 
Gorani  Movement,  282;  for  hydro- 
power  development  in  Yugoslavia,  249; 
industrial  sector,  63-64;  for  Lake 
Ohrid,  186-88;  land-use,  184,  223; 
national  social,  232;  1981-85  basic 
plan  for  Yugoslavia,  140;  opstina,  141, 
185-86;  regional,  58,  60-63,  184,  248; 
territorial  plans  in  Yugoslavia,  58,  63, 
66,  223.  See  also  Index  of  Acts  and 
Laws 

Plant:  bears  expense  of  environmental 
protection,  136;  cement,  ill,  135-36, 

21 1,  301;  central  heating,  161; 
chemical,  116;  closing,  1 1 9,  125-26; 
engine,  2;  ferromagnesium,  301; 
ferrous  metallurgy,  290;  and  initiative 
of  plant  director,  137,  162;  nitrogen, 
161;  nuclear  power,  47,  164,  285; 
pharmaceutical,  1 

Players:  in  environmental  management 
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game,  17-20;  relationship  of  public 
opinion  and  environmental  players, 

301 

Pluralism:  in  USSR,  7,  8;  centralized, 
22-34 

Poaching,  55,  256 
Point  source:  emission,  n  - 1 3,  1 1 3; 
emission  norms,  108,  112-13;  of 
pollution,  1 1 2, 120,  199 
Policy:  dangers  of  experts  adhering  to 
policy  unpopular  with  leadership, 
241-42;  environmental  education, 
262-71;  expert  influence  on,  33, 
245-56,  319;  implementation,  6,  7,  56; 
initiation  by  party,  168-72;  proenvi- 
ronmental,  5,  15;  in  USSR  and 
Yugoslavia,  245-46 
Policymaking:  activities  typology  of, 
16-17;  constraints  on  public  partici¬ 
pation  in,  303-4;  environmental 
agents  in,  107-10;  expansion  of  public 
participation,  316;  increased  role  of 
experts  in,  214-15,  245-61;  industry 
in,  125-26;  role  of  Yugoslav  profes¬ 
sional  associations  in,  259;  territorial 
administrations  in,  205-11 
Policy  process,  environmental,  19 
Political  salience,  197-98 
Political  will;  lack  of,  109;  primacy  of, 
322,  336 

Politicians:  effect  of  Stockholm  con¬ 
ference  on,  194 

Politics:  of  agreement,  120;  between 
center  and  periphery,  12;  of  delay,  321; 
and  information  and  institutional  and 
self-promotion,  247;  primacy  of  in  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Yugoslavia,  322, 
335-36;  republican,  188;  and  under¬ 
mined  influence  of  Yugoslav  experts, 
257 

Pollutants,  57,  134,  178;  airborne,  54,  116, 
138;  kinds  of,  54, 138;  reduction  in 
number  of,  110;  water,  138 
Polluters,  159,  164,  173,  204,  254;  agricul¬ 
tural;  94;  and  cost  of  pollution  control. 


13;  Bor  copper  mine  as,  1 14;  cracking 
down  on,  199;  environmental  monies 
to,  99;  industrial,  12,  55,  73,  94,  no, 

1 1 1 , 1 1 3, 1 53;  names  published  in 
press,  302 

Pollution,  4,  160, 173,  230,  266,  296;  air, 

1,  5,  203,  21 1,  250;  ambient,  199;  of 
Belgrade  water  supply,  198,  209; 
complaints,  47,  135;  control  equip¬ 
ment,  150,  153;  costs,  19,  152,  202; 
cover-up,  206;  data,  199;  of  food,  248, 
258;  of  Hron  River  in  Czechoslovakia, 
298;  of  Lake  Sevan,  276;  payments, 
251,  254,  315;  of  Sava  River,  171,  195, 
21 1 ,  240;  in  Siberia,  201 ;  subsidized 
control  of,  142;  tax,  256;  threat  of 
pollution  to  health  and  economic 
development,  200,  290,  294;  in 
Togliatti,  1 1 7;  water,  2,  25, 156,  162, 
170;  worker  awareness  of,  272; 
Yugoslav  views  on,  88 

Pollution  control:  air,  5,  28,  107,  168; 
Charter  77  charges  on,  229;  cost- 
benefits  of,  13,  153,  199,  203,  250;  data 
collection  for,  228;  expenditures  on, 
92-99;  by  imposing  charges  on 
polluting  firms,  254;  investment  in, 

197;  mass  media  discussion  of,  269; 
measures,  100,  21 1,  258;  by  regulation 
or  economic  incentive,  212;  from 
Sava-Neretva  Compacts,  160;  stricter 
measures  urged  by  Slovenia,  208; 
water,  28,  183;  worker  disinterest  in, 
273 

Population:  environmentally  induced 
illness  in,  200-204;  migration  of 
Yugoslav,  36,  164,  185 

Power:  Crozier’s  four  sources  of,  10,  48; 
of  expert  as  advisor  to  government, 
243;  of  federal  government  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  176;  and  government  leadership, 
123,  159,  171-72;  increased  power 
sought  by  experts  and  environmental 
agencies,  107-8,  121,  305;  monopoly 
of  political,  5, 15,  18;  public  power  in 
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Power  ( continued ) 

numbers,  289-92,  309;  of  regulatory 
agents,  68-80;  separation  of  scientific 
work  and,  218,  220;  of  supervisory 
ministries  over  experts,  242 
Pregnancies:  affected  by  pollution,  290 
Press:  access  to  by  nature  protection 
societies,  273,  298,  302;  recourse  to  by 
environmental  actors,  16,  205-7,  240, 
288,  299-303;  Serbian,  209;  Soviet, 
101-5,  no,  1 16;  Yugoslav,  185,  224 
Pressure:  demographic,  201 ;  on  experts, 
241 ;  outside  pressure  on  local  govern¬ 
ment  in  Yugoslavia,  188,  209,  21 1; 
public,  47,  49,  271,  289 
Prestige:  of  environmental  jobs,  105-6; 
of  expert  advice,  243,  246;  of  local 
bureaucrat  promoted  by  economic 
success,  203-4 

Private  sector:  state  regulation  of,  31 1 
Privilege(s):  of  environmental  agents, 
105-6;  of  experts,  241  -43;  of  ruling 
elite,  171;  within  military,  242 
Procrastination,  industrial,  66,  160-61 
Production:  overlap,  126-27;  priority  of 
production  objectives,  100,  136,  189 
Proenvironmental  attitude:  effect  of 
international  dimension  on,  243;  and 
journals,  259;  in  lcy,  258-60;  and 
municipal  administration,  248;  and 
professors,  236 

Professionals:  similarity  of  Western 
professionals  to  communist  elites, 
213-15;  and  solidarity  of  communist 
chairmen,  239 

Profit:  planned  profit  in  Soviet  industry 
and  environmental  controls,  64,  126, 
138,  142-43,  153;  relation  of  to 
effective  environmental  protection,  6, 
320-21;  scholarly  studies  not  expected 
to  make  a,  268;  worker  council  deci¬ 
sion  on,  135,  279 

Program(s).  austerity  program  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  224;  environment  education,  43, 
262-71,  303;  of  study  at  Multidisci¬ 
plinary  Center,  University  of  Belgrade, 


225;  summer  research  environmental, 
283,  288-89 
Project  review,  140-41 
Projects:  cost  of  pollution  controls  for 
new,  199;  environmental,  83,  99,  137, 

140,  148,  184,  193,  216;  with  environ¬ 
mental  impact,  100,  216;  financing, 
142-44;  flood  control,  183;  large 
construction,  136, 176, 181;  research 
projects  in  Yugoslavia  with  inter¬ 
national  organizations,  226,  233 
Proliferation  of  expert  organizations,  217 
Protection:  of  reserves,  153;  of  seacoasts,  57 
Provinces:  autonomous,  154,  171,  177; 

underdeveloped,  193 
Public:  education,  77;  expansion  of 
involvement  of,  316-17;  greatest 
outsider,  262;  hearings,  292,  316; 
initiative,  136;  as  lobby,  19-20,  52,  171, 
304;  marginality  of  involvement  in 
decisionmaking,  310,  316,  320;  as 
monitors  of  environmental  compliance, 
307,  309;  pressure,  295,  305;  recipient 
of  environmental  services,  309;  role  of 
in  environmental  policymaking,  13,  15, 
33, 147,  271-86,  289,  305;  spending  on 
environmental  protection,  191; 
strategies  of,  297-303 
Public  action  (Yugoslavia):  in  Lake  Palic, 
300;  in  Sarajevo,  300 
Public  expression:  limits  on,  258,  262,  319 
Public  health,  198,  200;  and  censorship  in 
USSR,  33,  145;  effect  of  pollution  on, 
290,  294;  institutes,  80,  99,  116;  siz, 

38,  74,  98;  study  in  Leningrad,  290 
Public  opinion:  as  check  on  bureaucratic 
behavior,  299;  effective  when  serving 
economic  interests,  301 ;  and  experts, 

218,  243;  expression  of,  17,  52,  156, 

169,  180,  262-306;  Western  public 
opinion  on  Chernobyl,  323-24 
Public  prosecutor’s  office,  109,  117 
Public  protest:  on  Ulcinj,  301, 303;  on 
Vir  Island,  300-303 

Public  services:  funding  of  in  Yugoslavia, 
222 
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Publications  on  environment:  imported 
in  Yugoslavia,  268 

Quarrying,  1 1 4 

Quotas:  expert,  217;  fulfillment  of,  too, 
127,  141;  pollution  control,  101 

Radiation,  236,  323,  324 
Radioactive  fallout:  in  Yugoslavia, 
332-33 

Rate  of  social  and  economic  change: 

acceleration  of,  214-15 
Referendum  in  Yugoslavia,  39, 47, 187, 
194,  248,  300 

Reforestation,  68,  75,  98,  199,  222,  282, 
309 

Reform:  economic,  123-24,  147, 168,  171, 
173;  of  health  care  system,  291 ;  Soviet 
reform  in  1965,  29,  63,  126-27,  191, 
218,  231;  Yugoslav  constitutional,  178 
Region(s):  cost  of  pollution  to,  202-3; 
economic  development  of,  62,  84,  90, 
129, 193,  203 

Regionalization  (zonirovanie),  62 
Regulating  authority:  increase  in,  107-10 
Regulation(s),  1,  16,  51,  53-59,  67, 106, 
125,  161, 163;  on  damage  payments, 

86;  governing  Sava  River,  21 1 ;  impor¬ 
tance  of  to  mass  participation  in 
environmental  protection,  286-89; 
jurists’  influence  on  environmental, 
252-53;  land-use,  36,  59,  184, 195; 
positive  influence  on  environmental 
management,  308;  on  timber  floating, 
246 

Regulatory  instruments,  19,  67-91 
Regulatory  policy:  failure  of  as  exempli¬ 
fied  by  Chernobyl,  325;  four  criticisms 
of  Yugoslav,  59 

Regulatory  practice:  not  vehicle  for 
revolutionary  change,  310 
Regulatory  principle,  11, 109,  125, 165, 
213,  306-22;  benefits  and  strategies, 
121,205-11,297;  relation  of  expert  to, 
218,245 

Relations:  of  nature  societies  to  science 
and  government,  300;  U.S. -Soviet,  241 


Relationship:  of  disease  to  human 
environment,  250;  of  economic  enter¬ 
prise  to  political  power,  122-31,  21 1; 
between  environmental  agencies  and 
public,  293-94;  between  environ¬ 
mental  protection  and  industrial 
expansion,  231;  between  party  and 
industry,  122-30,  232;  between 
political  leadership,  environmental 
agencies,  experts,  and  the  public, 
304-5;  triangular  relationship  between 
union-republic  and  central  ministry, 
175-76 

Reliability:  importance  of  political,  123, 
168 

Reorganization:  as  act  of  government,  4, 
9, 126, 162 

Report:  on  acid  rain  by  National 
Academy  of  Sciences,  312;  of  Lake 
Baikal  Commission,  243;  in  mgu 
Environmental  Youth  Council  news¬ 
letters,  277;  on  status  of  the  environ¬ 
ment  in  Yugoslavia,  230,  253 

Republics:  environmental  councils,  91; 
and  inspection,  120;  as  legislators,  66, 
172-73,208-9 

—  Soviet,  29,  102, 191;  allocation  of 
money  to,  93,  188-91;  demographic 
growth  of,  198;  peripheral,  195;  rela¬ 
tions  with  industry,  203 

—  Yugoslav,  36,  58,  64,  80,  140,  141,  147, 

1 7 1 ,  188, 198-99;  contributions  to 
federal  budget,  43;  devolution  of 
power  to,  57, 187;  grants  from,  93; 
repository  for  environmental  informa¬ 
tion,  199,  230;  rich  and  poor,  37,  39, 
83-84, 130,  193,  222 

Research:  distribution  of  environmental, 
221-22;  experts  in  military,  industry, 
and  energy,  242;  funding  for  applied, 
223-24;  institutes  and  organizations, 
39, 126, 175,  216-18,  232-33;  of  MGU 
Environmental  Youth  Council, 
276-78;  “pure”  science,  33,  219,  233; 
Soviet  expenditures  on,  231-32 

— in  Yugoslavia:  Gorani  projects, 
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Research  ( continued ) 

282-83;  investment  in  environmental, 
232;  practically  oriented  character  of, 
227;  projects,  221-22,  226,  241; 
research  center  on  Mediterranean  at 
Split,  234 

Research  and  development:  organization 
of  in  USSR,  231  -32;  organization  of 
in  Yugoslavia,  232-33 
Research  grants:  from  U.S.  government, 
226 

Researcher(s):  in  environmental  law, 
235-36;  narrow  focus  of  environ¬ 
mental,  224;  on  managerial  boards,  45 
Resolution:  of  Socialist  Alliance  against 
Tara  Dam,  197 

Resource(s):  access  to  scarce,  12; 
administrative,  27-28;  allocated  to 
research  programs,  218,  220;  acquisi¬ 
tion  of,  16,  31, 40,  46;  availability  of, 
63,  67,  92-102,  1 1 3;  commune  use  of 
external,  209-10;  conservation  of,  167, 
195;  exploitation  and  use,  7,  20,  27-28, 
35<  5°'  55'  60,  99,  169,  172;  factory, 

143;  financial,  29,  37,  54,  92-99'  142; 
limitations  on,  12,  55,  136,  234; 
organizational,  99-100 
Resource  users:  experts  not,  261;  fee, 
250-51 

Retrofitting:  cost  and  funding,  1 1 7 - 1 9, 

199'  301 

Revision  of  laws:  Serbian  1977  revision  of 
air  quality  law,  109;  Serbian  1981 
revision  of  forestry  law,  109 
Rewards:  deriving  from  control  over 
information,  243-45; to  environmental 
agencies,  102-7;  individual,  296-97; 
and  regulated  interests,  1 1 
Rigidity  of  expert  organizations,  217-18 
Risks:  of  autoregulation,  322;  to  experts 
in  opposing  leadership  views,  241  -43; 
popular  awareness  of  pollution  risks, 
292;  to  worker  in  opposing  factory 
management,  272-73,  295 
Rivalry:  interbranch,  56;  interministerial. 


137;  interopstina,  188;  interrepublican, 
165,  170,  179,  180,  307,  320;  traditional 
national,  318 

River(s):  basin,  73,  316,  320;  dead,  2,  90; 
diversion  projects,  169,  170,  175,  194, 
196,  255-56;  Northern  Volga,  255; 
pollution,  2,  90,  207;  pollution  of  in 
Kazakhstan,  206;  pollution  of  in 
Kosovo,  198;  protection  of,  38; 
Siberian,  169,  246,  255-58;  system,  2, 
108,  199,  202 

Roads:  growth  of  Yugoslav  network,  185 
Roses,  280-81,  289,  298,  302 
Roundtable  discussions,  219;  on  nuclear 
energy  in  Yugoslavia,  331  -32 
Rule,  one-party,  46,  318-19 
Rules:  factory,  132;  of  secrecy,  241; 
stricter  rules  on  factory  closings,  256 

Safety  conditions:  at  Chernobyl,  326-27 
“Save  the  Canyon”  movement,  197 
School:  environmental  education  in  grade 
and  high,  262-71;  hygiene  in,  223;  of 
management  science  (USSR),  236; 
technical  (vuz),  273 
Science,  51,  106,  214,  300;  as  handmaid 
of  regulatory  process,  312-13;  impor¬ 
tance  of  science  and  technology  to 
development,  238;  local  science 
contributing  expertise,  286;  natural, 
268;  promotion  of  by  Gorani  Move¬ 
ment,  284;  pure,  221,  233;  and  public 
policy,  215,  226;  siz,  38,  40,  83,  222; 
Soviet  expenditures  on  “socialist,” 
231-32;  traditional  Russian  respect 
for,  218,  236;  Yugoslav  reliance  on 
foreign,  307 

Scientific-technological  revolution  (str), 
214,  262,  309 

Scientists,  43,  50,  105,  162,  163,  196,  201, 
202;  access  to  information,  228-30; 
American,  293;  bionuclear,  236; 
concerned,  1 59;  constraints  on,  227; 
contact  with  fellow,  234-40;  coopera¬ 
tion  of  local  scientists  in  local  projects. 
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285;  credibility  of,  312;  Czech,  19; 
distribution  of  environmental,  214-15, 
242;  on  drafting  subcommissions,  246; 
East  European,  3;  generations,  278;  as 
heros,  101;  interested  in  Siberia,  219; 
lack  of  leading  environmental  scientists 
in  Yugoslavia,  241;  letter  writing  to 
press,  302;  natural,  18,  236,  249,  250; 
and  public  agenda,  215;  and  sources  of 
capital,  231;  veneration  of,  103;  Yugo¬ 
slav,  1 1 8,  194 

Seacoasts:  protection  of,  57 

Second  function  of  the  economy,  123-25, 
168, 171,  312 

Secrecy,  163,  242,  245;  Soviet  preoccupa¬ 
tion  with,  238,  296;  violation  of  rules 
of,  241 

Self-interest:  jurists’  role  in  developing 
economic,  255-66 

Self-management,  22,  34-49,  57-59, 
64-65,  74,  77, 1 18,  120,  123,  136,  157, 
193,212,227,232,  279,317,  320; 
compared  with  centralized  pluralism, 
48;  contracts,  17,  158;  and  deflection  of 
goals,  209;  economic  organizations,  8; 
imposes  cost  concerns,  250;  and 
opportunities  for  lay  action,  303; 
organization  of,  220-24;  and  policy 
options,  15;  principle  of,  37, 44,  92, 

232,  268,  285,  296;  problems  of,  266; 
system,  41, 46,  88, 100,  1 1 9,  184-85, 

285 

Self-managing  community  of  interest 
(siz),  36,  38, 40,  46,  74,  80,  83,  101, 

119,  140,  141;  budget,  193;  contribu¬ 
tions  to  Ohrid  sewage  system,  187; 
contributions  to  science  siz,  221,  233; 
for  culture,  38,  232-33;  for  education, 
222;  functions  and  funding,  38-41;  for 
health,  222,  232-33;  local  contribu¬ 
tions  to,  98;  for  water  management, 
39,75, 184 

Self-reporting:  of  environmental  data, 
144-45 

Sewage:  cost  of  construction  of  sewage 


plant,  139;  discharge,  198;  dumping  of, 
90,  160,  21 1 ;  system,  181,  186-87,  197; 
treatment,  20;  treatment  system,  87, 
136,  148,  191,  197-98 
Siberia  program,  252 
Silence  on  Chernobyl,  330 
Social  science,  263;  social  scientists, 
250-53 

Societies  for  the  Preservation  of  Nature: 
republican,  18,  259 

Soil:  conservation,  168, 169,  216;  pollu¬ 
tion,  69, 108,  1 12,  202,  230,  323; 
science,  264 
Solar  radiation,  201 
Solid  wastes,  44 

Solidarity  (Poland),  2,  124,  139,  330 
Sources  of  air  pollution,  uncontrolled, 
204,  206 

Soviet(s):  environmental  courses  for 
local,  273;  local,  21-32,  63, 101-2, 

126,  272,  288,  320;  local  planning 
committees,  216;  local  soviets  act  on 
citizen  complaints,  300;  local  soviets 
and  nature  protection,  273;  Moscow 
and  Leningrad  municipal,  279 
Soviet  administration:  fragmented 
structure  of,  28 

Soviet  Air  Quality  Control  Law.  See 
Index  of  Acts  and  Laws 
Soviet  Union.  See  Index  of  Acts  and 
Laws;  Index  of  Institutions;  Index  of 
Place-Names 
“Spaceship  Earth,”  319 
Specialists:  arbiters  of  “clean”  environ¬ 
ment,  250;  environmental  specialists’ 
access  to  policymaking,  33;  input  into 
public  policy  agenda,  248;  perfor¬ 
mance  of  research  tasks,  260;  proenvi- 
ronmental,  259-65;  relation  to 
policymakers,  213;  reputation 
enhanced  as  advisor,  243;  to  review 
construction  project,  140;  use  of 
environmental  specialists  in  legislative 
and  planning  process,  249 
Specialization,  branch  principle  of,  127 
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Spokesmen:  experts  most  visible  pro- 
environmental,  261;  proenvironmen¬ 
talist  and  proindustrialist,  172;  for 
river  diversion  project,  175 
Stabilization  Program:  in  Yugoslavia, 

124,  170 

Standard(s):  ambient,  1 1 ;  automobile 
emission,  108;  enforcement  of  in 
Yugoslavia,  247;  lack  of  uniformity  in, 
59;  of  living,  105;  noise  measurement, 
223;  pdk  as  ambient,  112;  point 
source,  1 1 ;  primary,  54;  republican 
environmental,  64;  setting,  7,  n-12, 

43,  49,  54,  57,  147,  250;  Soviet  Union 
has  greatest  number  of  standards,  250, 
313;  U.S.,  1 1 5,  132,  140,  250;  Yugoslav 
standards  based  on  U.S.  and  Western 
European, 250 

Standardization:  federal  law  on  s  in 
planning  and  construction,  1977,  208; 
lack  of  in  Yugoslavia,  1 1 5,  208 
State  arbitration  commission(s),  86; 
control  of  land,  35-36,  50;  as  economic 
producer,  13;  environmental  protection 
function,  50;  investment,  231  -32;  as 
legislator,  310;  one-party,  318;  as 
owner,  57;  as  regulator,  13,  310; 
subsidy  of  pollution  control  costs,  13 
State  committees,  USSR:  general 
competence,  28;  supervisory,  24,  68. 
See  also  Index  of  Acts  and  Laws 
State  ownership  of  natural  resources,  22, 
35,314,  320 

Status:  of  the  environment,  230,  253;  of 
experts,  33,  218,  234;  lower  status  of 
Yugoslav  expert,  243,  257;  of  pollution, 
182;  of  Soviet  and  Yugoslav 
researchers,  227,  256-57 
Sterility:  produced  by  pollution,  289-90 
Strategies:  of  actors,  9, 16;  actors  input, 

31 ;  of  economic  enterprises,  153-65;  of 
environmental  agencies,  107-20,  166; 
of  environmental  expert,  49,  218, 
245-60;  of  public  and  mass  organiza¬ 
tions,  297-301 ;  of  Soviet  leadership  in 


str,  214;  of  territorial  administrations, 
205-10 

Strip  mining  in  Estonia,  164 
Structural  and  regulatory  constraints:  on 
economic  enterprises,  122-47;  of 
environmental  agencies,  67-92;  on 
environmental  experts,  213-30;  on 
public  and  mass  organizations, 

262-89;  severity  of,  92,  163;  of  the 
territorial  organizations,  168-88 
Structural  differences:  between  Western 
and  Eastern  politicoeconomic  systems, 
314;  between  USSR  and  Yugoslavia, 
65-66;  between  USSR  and  Yugoslavia 
in  availability  of  competing  informa¬ 
tion  channels,  260-69 
Structure(s):  of  electoral  system  in  Yugo¬ 
slavia,  47;  of  environmental  control, 
136;  fragmented  structure  of  Soviet 
administration,  28;  as  framework,  9; 
politicoeconomic,  13-16,  121,  125; 
politicoeconomic  threat  to,  318-21; 
and  power,  10;  relation  to  environ¬ 
mental  planning,  66;  relevance  of 
politicoeconomic  structure  to 
environmental  policymaking,  1 1 ; 
reward,  63;  no  transformation  of,  121, 
319;  vested,  306-22 
Student(s):  environmental  groups,  33, 
273,  275-78;  at  Multidisciplinary 
Center,  University  of  Belgrade,  225; 
upkeep  of  school  area,  parks,  and 
vacant  areas,  263 

Subcommissions:  drafting,  155-56; 

drafting  experts  in,  246-47 
Subcommittees:  of  environmental  protec¬ 
tion  committees,  181-82,  278 
Subsidies,  state,  12,  321 
Sulphur  dioxide:  levels  of  concentration, 
115-16 

Symbolic  proposal,  209 

Tangible  resources,  92  100 
Tariffs,  import,  168 

Tax(es):  policies,  39,  43,  47,  59,  99.  177. 
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187-89,  222,  321;  on  pollution,  256, 
315;  on  water  consumption,  187 
Technological  and  socioeconomic  founda¬ 
tion  of  adopted  norms  (tseds),  113, 

1 14,  250 

Technological  gatekeeper:  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  237-39;  in  Yugoslavia,  239-40 
Technological  infeasibility:  of  ideal 
regulations,  311,313 
Technology,  12,  51, 91, 105,  161; 
Chernobyl  as  product  of  faulty,  331 ; 
criticism  of  Soviet  nuclear,  328;  factor 
in  “kompromis,”  1 14;  high,  24;  pollu¬ 
tion  control,  12,  16,  34, 49,  51,  55,  73, 
91,  105,  1 1 2,  1 15,  1 19,  137,  161,  214, 
254,  33U  Soviet  investment  in  and 
standardization  of,  93-94,  209,  231; 
Yugoslavia’s  reliance  on,  226 
Television:  programs  on  environmental 
issues,  33,  269 

Temporary  agreed-upon  emission  (vsv), 

1 13,  I3U  250 
Tenacity,  161  -62 

Territorial  administration(s),  22-26, 
36-37;  limited  scope  of  lower,  181-88; 
relation  to  center,  172-80;  strategies, 
205-11;  in  Yugoslavia,  192-94 
Territorial  industrial  complex  (tic),  62, 
137,  201,  206,  252,  316 
Textbooks  on  environmental  protection, 
263-66 

Timber:  cutting,  68,  84,  149;  floating,  156 
Timetable:  for  budget  preparation,  191; 

for  meeting  standards,  127 
“Tokenism,”  159-60 
Tourism,  38,  210;  and  environmental 
education,  269;  investment  in,  232; 
and  pollution,  202;  and  trade  unions, 
287;  in  Yugoslavia,  186,  300-301 
Toxic  materials:  women  exposed  to,  290 
Trade  union:  role  of  Soviet  trade  union  in 
environmental  protection  at  work¬ 
place,  272-73,  287;  role  of  Yugoslav 
trade  union  in  environmental  protec¬ 
tion,  279-80 


Trade-off:  between  economy  and 
environment,  125 

Travel:  as  reward,  105,  237,  243;  to  and 
from  work  as  a  cause  of  illness,  291 
Tree  planting:  by  Gorani  volunteers,  281 
Trial  of  the  Belgrade  Six,  180,  242 

Uglasavanje  (harmonization  of  interests), 
177 

Una  River:  Compact,  38,  209;  siz,  38 
Uncertainty:  in  autoregulation,  321-22; 
in  decisionmaking,  214,  309;  and 
power,  10 

Uniqueness  of  communist  systems,  7, 13 
University(ies),  18, 102-6,  242,  264,  270, 
273,  278;  agronomy  faculty,  266; 
biology  faculty,  264,  266,  276,  283; 
department  head  as  gatekeeper,  237; 
departments  of  environmental 
economics,  264;  economics  faculty, 
236;  forestry  faculty,  266;  geography 
faculty,  236,  283;  geology  faculty,  283; 
law  faculty,  235,  264;  mathematics 
faculty,  267;  natural  sciences  faculty, 
264,  267.  See  also  under  Universities 
in  Index  of  Institutions 
Urban  migration,  36,  164, 185 
Urbanization:  of  Libya,  223;  negative 
impact  of,  98 

Use  of  natural  resources,  73,  86, 108, 125, 
173-252-53 

USSR,  17,  22-29,  33-  53-  246-47,  256, 
278.  See  also  Index  of  Institutions; 
Index  of  Place-Names 

Value:  labor  theory  of,  146;  of  natural 
resources,  251-52,  315 
Violations:  citations  issued  by  public 
volunteer  inspectors,  274;  of  criminal 
code,  256;  by  enterprises,  individuals, 
and  officials,  55-57,  87-90,  in,  182; 
indifference  to  pollution  violations, 
in,  136;  of  laws  and  regulations,  1,  85, 
109-10,  161,  256,  305;  reported  in 
mgu  Environmental  Youth  Council 
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Violations  ( continued ) 

newsletters,  277;  of  safety  rules  at 
Chernobyl,  326 

Visibility:  importance  of  international 
visibility  of  resource,  194-95 
Visitors:  to  Adriatic,  234;  to  parks,  37;  to 
USSR,  197 

Volunteer(s):  activism  of  in  envi¬ 
ronmental  protection,  32,  271,  274, 
305;  as  consultants  on  environmental 
protection,  274;  as  hero,  101;  in 
environmental  enforcement  system, 
293;  student,  276-83 
Voters’  requests,  32,  204,  278-79,  288, 
297 

War.  See  Cold  War;  World  War  11 
Waste(s):  solid  and  toxic,  185 
Waste  treatment:  disposal  site,  136; 

projects,  90;  regulations,  88 
Wasteland,  ecological,  195 
Water,  24,  43,  44,  174,  222,  227,  228,  266, 
272;  administration  of  in  USSR,  27; 
conservation,  73,  100,  132,  169,  173; 
consumption,  108;  deterioration  of 
quality  in  Lake  Sevan,  258;  drinking, 
2,  90,  170, 179,  225,  254;  groundwater 
pollution,  162;  Kosovo  no  control  over 
inspection,  198;  legislation,  5,  85,  91, 
109,  119-20,  165,  183,  196,  217,  246, 
313;  local  contributions  to  water 
authorities,  98;  management,  39,  69, 
74-75*  98, 168,  194,  249;  monitoring 
agency  for  Sava,  249;  pollution,  2,  13, 
20,  32,  90,  hi,  185, 198,  202,  205,  209, 
230,  292;  pollution  control,  5,  85,  91, 
119-20,  183,  184,  217;  quality,  2,  81, 
108,  1 19,  128,  156,  170,  178,  197,  199; 
resource  budget,  73;  scarcity,  2,  13, 

176;  siz,  102,  106,  183;  study  of,  225; 
system  improvements,  178;  tax,  109, 
252,  256,  315;  use,  73,  108,  173,  180; 
water  basin  management,  12,  61,  195; 
Yugoslav  investment  in,  97-98;  Yugo¬ 
slavia’s  serious  problem  with,  1 19 
Water  treatment  system(s),  139,  191,  254, 


281 ;  cost  of,  152;  at  Lake  Ohrid, 
187-88,  200;  at  Lake  Palic,  285;  in 
Leningrad,  197;  research  institutes, 
223;  in  Sarajevo,  210,  300;  waste,  134 
Web  of  life,  50,  315 

Welfare:  social  priority  of  in  Yugoslavia, 
•93 

Wild  river,  39,  158;  Una  River  as,  210 
Wildlife,  37 

Work:  attraction  of  work  abroad  in 
Yugoslavia,  241 ;  cctu  environmental 
activity  in  workplaces,  271;  loss  of 
work  time  attributed  to  pollution,  271, 
289-91 

Workers,  41,  105,  128,  137, 139;  apathy  of, 
295;  awareness  of  safety  and  environ¬ 
ment,  135;  bonuses  for,  131;  dissatis¬ 
faction  at  Chernobyl,  327;  distribution 
of  workers  in  research,  215;  effects  of 
environmental  pollution  on  women, 
290;  on  factory  councils,  45;  fear  of  job 
loss,  119,  127,  274;  initiative,  136; 
protection  of,  134;  reduction  of  in 
health  institute  in  Serbia,  233;  respon¬ 
sibility  for  damage,  256,  287; 
responsibility  for  environmental 
protection,  90,  170,  279,  287 
Workers’  council,  45,  135,  143;  must  set 
aside  monies  for  environmental  protec¬ 
tion,  143;  press  for  strict  enforcement 
of  environmental  regulations,  287 
World  War  11,  1 14, 171,  197,  325;  postwar 
years,  185,  313,  331 
Writers:  interest  in  Siberia,  219 

Yugoslavia:  administrative  levels,  36,  37; 
reaction  to  Chernobyl,  331  -35;  self¬ 
management,  34-49;  as  under¬ 
developed  country,  14.  See  also  Index 
of  Acts  and  Laws;  Index  of  Institu¬ 
tions;  Index  of  Place-Names 

Zapovedniki ,  50,  51,  72,  276 
Zones:  Adriatic  coast,  21 1;  industrial, 

108;  protected,  112;  recreational,  112 
Zoning  boards,  U.S.,  183 
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